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Recreation Satisfaction (137 pp.)
Director:

Joel F. Meier

Recreation satisfaction research has utilized many
theories and models attempting to relate measures of
satisfaction with other variables. The research problem
investigated was the influence of an attribute's saliency on
satisfaction. The Multiple Attribute Saliency Theory (MAST)
was presented as a recreation satisfaction model which
emphasises the role of attribute saliency. A person's score
on the outcome domain scale most closely related to the
attribute theoretically identifies attribute saliency- The
attribute tested was "encounters with others." The
"solitude" outcome domain scale was hypothesized to identify
the saliency of encounters.
Factor analysis did not identify a "solitude" outcome
domain as a separate component of the recreation experience.
The scale items associated with getting away from other
people were identified as an element of a larger component
labelled "escape". Empirical hypothesis tests on a
respondents' ability to recall encounters, on whether a
person had internalized a standard for preferred or
acceptable encounter levels, on their ability to evaluate
encounters, or how they evaluated encounters provided
limited support of the MAST. Significant differences were
found in mean "escape" scores for individual's who preferred
or would accept encountering more than twenty groups per
day. Significant associations were also found with
evaluations of encounters when the actual number of
encounters were compared to preferred or acceptable levels
of encounters. Correlating evaluations of encounters with
an overall measure of trip satisfaction had mixed results.
Suggestions were made as to possible intervening influences
affecting the results and likely modifications to account
for these. The limited theoretical support for the MAST
suggests that opportunities exist for further research.

ii

Acknowledgments
I would like to offer my sincerest appreciation and
gratitude to all the people who assisted me with this
thesis. First, I wish to thank my graduate committee, Joel
Meier, Alan Watson, Steve McCool, and Jon Driessen, for
their assistance, encouragement, and eternal patience.
Special thanks to Joel, for exposing me to the world of
outdoor recreation programs and for many enjoyable hours in
the backcountry of the Swan Valley.
Appreciation is extended to the Shoshone District BLM
for their added "encouragement" for me to finish.

Thanks

also to Ellen Berggren for her editorial help with a very
rough draft and for just being a friend.
Although it hasn't been said often, I'd like to
especially thank my Dad and Rose.

Their encouragement and

support of my goals through the years has always been
appreciated.
Finally, I'd like to thank all the people who
consistently asked me, "Have you got your thesis done yet?"
I can now say "Yes!

It's done!"

iii

Table of Contents
Abstract

ii

Acknowledgments

iii

Table of Contents

iv

List of Figures

vii

List of Tables

vii

Chapter 1

1

Introduction

1

Statement of the Problem

1

significance of the Problem to Recreation ....

3

Definition of Terms

4

Chapter 2
Related Literature

6

Satisfaction Models
Global Satisfaction Model
Social Exchange Theory
Expectancy-Value Model
The Two-Factor Theory
Summary of Satisfaction Models Examined ...

6
6
9
10
14
19

Satisfaction and Wildland Recreation
Carrying Capacity
Crowding Models
Normative Standards of Evaluations
Summary of Recreation Satisfaction Research .

19
20
22
23
24

Conceptual Framework
Multiple Attribute Saliency Theory (MAST) . .

25
27

Summary

31

Chapter 3
Procedures

33

Assessing the Influences of Attribute Saliency . .

34

Hypotheses to be Tested
Hypothesis 1

37
37
iv

Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Hypothesis

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

38
38
38
38
38
38
38
38

Statistical Analysis Methods

39

Chapter 4
Results

45

Visitor and Trip Characteristics
Visitor Characteristics
Motivations for Visiting
Trip Characteristics
Trip Satisfaction
Summary

45
45
49
50
52
55

Testing of Research Questions: Attribute Saliency

56

Testing Study Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 8
Hypothesis 9

60
61
65
68
71
75
77
80
84
87

Summary of Hypotheses Tests

90

Chapter 5
Summary, Findings, Conclusions,
Discussion, and Recommendations

92

Summary

92

Findings

93

Conclusions

94

Discussion
Measures of Saliency
Solitude Outcome Domain Scale Improvements
Outcome Domain - Attribute Link
V

.

95
95
98
100

Isolated Influences
Day Users vs Overnight Users
Escape vs. Solitude
Measuring Satisfaction
Recommendations
Management Implications
Research Implications
Appendices

102
102
103
104
105
105
107
Ill

Appendix A:

Data Collection Procedures

Ill

Appendix B:

Visitor Response Form

117

Appendix C:

Variables Used in Analysis

124

Literature Cited

128

vi

List of Figures
Figure 1.

Single Scale Measure of Satisfaction ...

17

Figure 2.

Two-Factor Theory Measure of Satisfaction.

17

Figure 3.

General Model of the MAST

28

Figure 4.

Theoretical Framework of Study Design. . .

29

List of Tables
Table 1

Age and Gender of Visitors by Travel Method .

46

Table 2

Highest Level of Education by Travel Method .

47

Table 3

Occupation by Travel Method

48

Table 4

Size of Resident City by Travel Method

Table 5

Average Motivation Outcome Domain Score by
Travel Method

50

Table 6

Groups Type and Group Size by Travel Method.

52

Table 7

Length of Stay by Travel Method

52

Table 8

Recreation Participation in Selected
Activities by Travel Method

53

Level of Agreement to the Statement "This
trip was better than any other recreation
experience I remember" by Travel Method ...

54

Level of Agreement to the Statement "This
trip was better than any other Beartrap
Canyon Wilderness trip I remember" by Travel
Method

54

Level of Agreement to the Statement "This
trip was so good I would like to take it
again" by Travel Method

55

Level of Agreement to the Statement "This
trip was pretty good, I might like to take it
again" by Travel Method

56

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Motivational
Items and Reliability Coefficients

58

Table 9

Table 10

Table 11

Table 12

Table 13

vii

...

48

Table 14

Table 15

Table 16

Table 17

Table 18
Table 19
Table 20
Table 21
Table 22

Table 23
Table 24

Table 25

Table 26

Table 27

Contingency Table showing Number of
Respondents Articulating a Preference or No
Preference for Land Group Encounters by
Escape Outcome Domain Score

62

Contingency Table showing Number of
Respondents Articulating a Preference or No
Preference for Floater Group Encounters by
Escape Outcome Domain Score

63

Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain
by Ability to State Preference for
Encounters

64

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
for Ability to State a Preference for
Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score. .

64

Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients for
ESCAPE with LNDPREFR and FLPREFER

65

Mean Escape Score by Preference Level for
Floater Groups and Analysis of Variance. . .

66

Mean Escape Score by Preference Level for
Land Groups and Analysis of Variance

67

Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain
by Ability to Remember Encounters

70

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
for Ability to Remember Encounters by Escape
Outcome Domain Score

70

Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients for
ESCAPE with LNDACEPT and FLACCEPT

71

Mean Escape Outcome Domain Score by
Acceptable Level of Encounters for Land
Groups and Analysis of Variance

73

Mean Escape Outcome Domain Score by
Acceptable Level of Encounters for Floater
Groups and Analysis of Variance

74

Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain
by Ability to State an Evaluation of
Encounters

76

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
for Ability to State an Evaluation of
Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score. .

76

viii

Table 28

Table 29

Table 30

Table 31

Table 32

Table 33

Table 34

Table 35

Table 36
Table 37

Table 38

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
with the Level of Encounters Compared to
Acceptable Levels for Land Groups

78

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
by the Level of Encounters Compared to
Acceptable Levels for Floater Groups.
...

79

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
by the Level of Encounters Compared to
Preferred Levels for Land Groups

82

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
by Level of Encounters Compared to Preferred
Levels for Floater Groups

83

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
with Land Groups by Escape Outcome Domain
Score Quartiles

85

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters
with Floater Groups by Escape Outcome Domain
Score Quartiles

86

Results of Chi-square Test of Independence
for Reactions to Encounters by Escape Outcome
Domain Score Quartiles

86

Chi-square Test Results for the Encounter
Variables LNDREACT and FLOREACT with the
Overall Trip Evaluation Variables BETTREXP,
BETTRBTC, TAKAGAIN, and MIGHT

88

Spearman Correlation Coefficients for
BETTREXP with LNDREACT and FLOREACT

89

Spearman Correlation Coefficients for
BETTRBTC, TAKAGAIN, and MIGHT with LNDREACT
and FLOREACT

89

Example of an Expected Outcome Domain Showing
Underlying Constructs and Individual Scale
Items

99

ix

Chapter 1
Introduction
When Gordon Lightfoot sang "the thing that I call
living is just being satisfied" (Lightfoot 1974), what
criteria was he using to define satisfaction?

Were these

the same criteria used by Mick Jagger who sang "I can't get
no ... satisfaction" (The Rolling Stones 1965)?
satisfaction is in the eyes of the beholder.

It appears

And what does

one do if it is their job to serve the beholder?
If you are a manufacturer, satisfying the customer will
result in increased sales.

A shop foreman wishes to keep

his workers satisfied for efficient production.

A

recreation manager must be doing a good job if most of the
visitors are satisfied.
sense.

Intuitively these examples make

However, these examples are more complex when you

consider the multitude of attributes used by individuals
when evaluating consumer products, working conditions or
recreational experiences.

The criteria used to evaluate a

situation or condition will vary from one individual to
another and for any given circumstance.
Statement of the Problem
The concept of satisfaction, as Propst and Lime (1982)
point out, is very "elusive and difficult ... to define".
This fact applies in the field of recreation as well as
industrial and social psychology (Stankey and McCool 1984),
1
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consumer marketing (Westbrook 1980) and job satisfaction
(Lawler 1973).

Numerous and diverse methods to measure

satisfaction exist (Aguilar and Petrakis 1989).

However, a

meaningful link between satisfaction and an independent
variable must occur for satisfaction to be a functional
research variable.

Past research has achieved varying

degrees of success in establishing a solid relationship
between satisfaction and hypothesized independent variables.
Satisfaction research covers the whole spectrum of
human-related fields of study: life, marriage, work
settings, recreation, sex roles, and love styles.

The

Multiple Attribute Saliency Theory (MAST), as presented by
McCool (1984a), proposes that a satisfaction measure is best
predicted by independent variables that are "salient."

The

primary research problem, stated as a question, is;
Does attribute saliency have an influence on an
individual's satisfaction with the attribute?
The term "satisfaction", as used here, defines the
progression of sequential events associated with the
evaluation of a situation or condition.

As presented in the

MAST framework, the sequence includes exposure to the
attribute, perceiving the attribute, forming internal
normative standards, and evaluating (satisfaction or
dissatisfaction) the attribute.

Additional explanation of

terms used throughout this thesis are found in the
"Definition of Terms" section at the end of this chapter.

3

The purpose of this study was to examine several of the
underlying suppositions and interrelationships among
components of the MAST.

This was accomplished by analyzing

responses from a recreation backcountry visitor survey about
satisfaction with intergroup encounters.
Significance of the Problem to Recreation
As the society we live in has become more urban, an
increasing number of people have relied on undeveloped
natural areas for recreational purposes (Cordell et al.
1990).

Values associated with backcountry recreation, such

as naturalness and opportunities for solitude, become
threatened with an increase in outdoor recreation use (Wagar
1974).

This fact was recognized as far back as the 1930's

when Leopold (1934) stated "The more people are concentrated
on a given area, the less is the chance of finding what they
seek".
During the last twenty years visitor satisfaction has
been one of the most researched and written about topics in
the field of recreation management (Shelby and Heberlein
1986, Williams 1988).

Both researchers and managers

intuitively realize as use increases, a point is reached
where further increases will begin to have negative impacts
on the visitor's experience.

This fact is significant when

applied to Wilderness management where "outstanding
opportunities for solitude" are congressionally mandated
(Public Law 88-577 1964).

4

Recreation resource managers have historically sought
to maximize user satisfaction (Lucas and Stankey 1974).
When making management decisions managers need full
awareness and understanding of visitors' expectations,
motivations, and preferences for setting conditions and the
link to visitor satisfaction.

The satisfaction concept

traditionally employed by managers cannot accurately portray
the many factors which comprise a recreation experience.
Also, advancement in the field of recreation research
is always needed, particularly in testing new theories and
retesting existing theories.

This study will explore the

possible utility of an alternative measure of user
satisfaction and its relationship with attribute saliency.
Definition of Terms
These brief definitions of terminology and expressions
used in this study are intended to provide a general common
denominator for understanding and discussion.
Attribute - a quality or characteristic of something.
Attribute saliency - the importance, relevancy, or
dependency of a specific attribute as defined by the
visitor.
Encounters - a measure of the number of intergroup meetings
during a recreation activity.
Escape factor - the outcome domain identified through factor
analysis (factor 2) which represents the stress release
and solitude components of the recreation experience.
Escape Outcome Domain - Same as the Escape factor.
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MAST - an acronym for the Multiple Attribute Saliency
Theory.
Outcome domain - psychological expectation or motivation for
recreation participation.
Recreation satisfaction - the degree to which a visitor's
expectations, needs, or goals, are met.
Saliency - "the importance, relevancy, or dependency of a
setting attribute to the overall experience" (McCool
1984a).
Setting Attribute - a characteristic or quality of a
particular setting. Several categories of setting
attributes include access, social interactions, on-site
management, and visitor impacts. A maintained dirt
road is an example of an access attribute for a
specific area.
Setting condition attributes - same as setting attribute.
Use levels - an objective measure of the number of people in
a given area or length of trail.

Chapter 2
Related Literature
The following review of satisfaction research is
presented in three sections.

The first section will examine

four satisfaction models applied in disciplines other than
wildland recreation.

The next section will focus on

satisfaction measures used in wildland recreation.

The

final section will explain the conceptual framework tested
in this study.
Satisfaction Models
Satisfaction measures are a commonly used variable when
gathering information associated with people, not only in
recreation but in many fields of endeavor.

Many theories

and models have tried to explain a relationship between
satisfaction and other variables.

The underlying principle

of most satisfaction research assumes satisfaction results
from a comparative process (Williams 1988).

Most

satisfaction research fits into one of four theoretical
models.

These four models include the global satisfaction

model, social exchange theory, expectancy-value models, and
the two-factor theory.
Global Satisfaction Model
The global satisfaction model is the simplest of the
four satisfaction models appearing in the literature.

This

model attempts to relate an overall measure of satisfaction
6
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to a single independent variable.

Generally, respondents

are asked to rate the satisfaction of an overall experience
or condition by selecting one of five to seven responses
ranging from "very dissatisfied" to "very satisfied".

By

comparing the existing condition or experience with personal
expectations or preferred conditions, respondents rank the
existing condition somewhere along their cognitive continuum
of experiences.

An independent variable is then attempted

to be linked with this overall satisfaction measure.
The global satisfaction model is widely used in a
variety of disciplines.

Yancey and Berglass (1991)

investigated the utility of associating life, work, and
relationship satisfaction to different love styles.

Their

findings had mixed results, which were not completely
consistent with earlier studies of love and satisfaction
(Hendrick and Hendrick 1986).

Similar results (i.e. mixed

results and inconsistencies with previous research) were
also found by DuBrin (1991) in a study of work setting
satisfaction.

No significant differences were found using

overall measures of satisfaction.

However, satisfaction

with specific work components revealed significant
differences between study groups.
A major characteristic of the global satisfaction model
is the use of a single item as an overall measure of
satisfaction.

This type of measure forces the respondent to

sum all the positive and negative aspects of an experience
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or situation to derive an overall rating and assumes the
overall rating is influences by a single independent
variable.

Several investigators question the psychometric

additivity of satisfaction (Peterson 1974, Dorfman 1979,
Gramann 1982, McCool 1984a, Connelly et al. 1986, Williams
1988).

A general conclusion is that there are a multitude

of components which comprise an experience that cannot be
combined to express a single evaluation.
Another stated weakness with a single item scale
involves the proclivity for the responses to be highly
skewed to the right (high) side (Westbrook 1980, Gramann
1982, Greenleaf et al. 1984, Shelby and Heberlein 1986).
This can result in variations too small to note significant
differences in responses among categories of respondents.
Several techniques can be employed to solve these problems
with a small range of responses.
During analysis the data can be transformed to
represent a more normal distribution.

This solves problems

with analysis, but one still has a sample of respondents
generally reporting high levels of satisfaction.

Another

option is to change the scale or use a multi-item scale.
These opportunities are discussed further in association
with expectancy-value models.
Global satisfaction models have typically looked for
direct associations between an independent variable and an
overall measure of satisfaction.

Research identifying the
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relationship between the two variables have generally
overlooked the effects of intervening variables.
Social Exchange Theory
Social exchange theory attempts to predict human group
behavior based on previous experiences.

Human behavior is

thought to be somewhat analogous to economic market
patterns.

When forced to choose among alternatives,

individuals assess the costs and benefits and select the
alternative providing the greatest benefits at the least
cost (Albrecht et al. 1987).

The difference between the

costs and the benefits are the "profit" associated with the
decision.

Satisfaction is thought to be a measure of this

"profit."
A basic principle of social exchange is that exchanges
that have been satisfactory in the past will increase in
frequency and those exchanges that were unsatisfactory in
the past will decrease in frequency.

For example, if an

employee discovers that a small modification of how a task
is performed produces significant positive affects, this
behavior is likely to continue.
Social exchange also assumes people are rational beings
and will enter into and continue exchanges that will
maximize their "profits" or satisfaction.

This brings

mental processes, memory, and past experiences into the
decision making process.

The expected benefit, based on

previous experiences, is the primary criterion for ranking
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alternative choices in decision making and affects choices
of action (Bryant and Napier 1981).

The specific action

believed to produce the greatest rewards, among all the
options at similar costs, will be chosen.
Although research supports social exchange theory in
predicting human behavior (Albrecht et al. 1987), only
limited support has been shown in relation to satisfaction.
Bryant and Napier (1981) provided minimal support for social
exchange theory in their study of satisfaction with existing
recreation facilities.

Koslowsky and associates (1991)

tested the relevance of exchange theory in relating job
satisfaction with job commitment.

Their findings

demonstrated no support for a causal relationship between
the two variables.

Bryant and Napier (1981) suggest it is

important to include "salient" variables for a more complete
test of the social exchange model.
Unlike the global satisfaction model, social exchange
theory has attempted to include an additional component in
analyzing a situation; previous experiences.

However,

attempts to relate satisfaction measures based on social
exchange theory have had limited success.
Expectancv-Value Model
A class of theories, commonly referred to as
expectancy-value models, propose that a person's attitude
toward an object is a function of two factors: salient
beliefs about certain object attributes and the evaluations
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of these attributes (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, Ajzen and
Fishbein 1980).

A person's attitude is determined by a

limited number of salient beliefs, ranging from three to
seven.

These beliefs are arranged hierarchally based on

their probabilities of occurring (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).
Attitude research provides considerable support for
expectancy-value models (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).
Vanyperen and Buunk (1991) found support for the expectancyvalue model in their investigation of sex-role attitudes,
social comparisons and satisfaction with relationships.
Studies of marital quality and the division of household
labor (Suitor 1991), job satisfaction (DuBrin 1991), and
sexual satisfaction (O'Ferrell et al. 1991) have also
established relevance of the expectancy-value model.
However, researchers note that identifying moderating
factors is of great importance to thoroughly evaluate a
causal relationship between independent variables and
measures of satisfaction (Yancey and Berglass 1991, Suitor
1991, DuBrin 1991, Vanyperen and Buunk 1991).
Expectancy-value models formalize a widely held notion
in the field of consumer behavior; consumer product
satisfaction is determined by beliefs that the product
fulfills certain functions and needs (Ajzen and Fishbein
1980).

Oliver (1980) proposed a model for consumer

satisfaction as a function of expectations and expectancy
disconfirmation.

The model suggested consumers have a
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preconsumptive attitude or expectation toward a product.
This expectation acts as a reference or anchor point from
which to evaluate the product.

This reference point is also

referred to as an adaption level (Helson 1964).
Disconfirmation occurs when the product performance
does not match the adaption level.

Positive disconfirmation

occurs when the product performance exceeds the adaption
level and negative disconfirmation occurs when the product
performance is less than the adaption level (Oliver 1980).
Despite the complex nature of satisfaction, most
consumer research has used a single item rating scale.

As

in recreation, much consumer satisfaction research has
resulted in scales being heavily skewed to the right
(Westbrook 1980).

Westbrook notes this deficiency results

in insufficient detection of gradations in consumer
sentiment.

Andreason (1977) indicates these scales also

suggest a higher level of satisfaction than from analysis of
free response questions.

Westbrook (1980) recommended

future research should focus on development of multiple item
scales to enhance reliability and improve product attribute
representation.
Consumer input is considered a central tenet in
marketing,

critical to development, implementation, and

upgrading of facilities and services (Martilla and James
1977).

Research has demonstrated consumer satisfaction is a

function of expectations as related to important attributes
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and evaluative judgements of attribute performance
(Guadagnolo 1985).
Using the idea of a multi-item scale, Martilla and
James (1977) developed a technique which incorporates
attribute importance and performance to improve marketing
effectiveness called Importance-Performance Analysis.
Importance-Performance Analysis assesses consumer
satisfaction by determining which product attributes are
important to the customer and ranking the relative
importance of each attribute.

Finally, the performance of

each attribute is evaluated (Guadagnolo 1985).

Essentially,

the customer is asked "What feature is important?"; "How
important is that feature?";

and "How well did that feature

perform?".
This technique allows graphic display of the results
identifying areas of high and low priority for the company
or agency.

Importance-Performance Analysis has been used in

many situations to identify customer satisfaction including
automobile dealer service (Martilla and James 1977),
concrete, sand and gravel quality (Welles 1990), and adult
education programs (Alberty and Mahalik 1989).

Marketing

has made advances in identifying and focusing on the
importance of specific attributes of a product and
incorporating this into product evaluations by consumers
(i.e. satisfaction or dissatisfaction).

14

The Two-Factor Theory
Lawler (1973) and Herzberg and associates (1959)
reported on the tremendous amount of research completed in
the field of industrial psychology regarding job
satisfaction.

Studies attempted to relate job satisfaction

with a variety of factors such as job performance, worker
behavior, absenteeism, employee turnover and sociodemographic characteristics.

However, very few of the

studies were theoretically based and most generally looked
for associations between variables without understanding the
basis for the relationship (Lawler 1973).
Herzberg and others (Herzberg et al. 1959, Herzberg
1966, and Herzberg 1976) have argued the poor association
between job satisfaction and work-related factors is
explained by the poor conceptualization of the satisfaction
idea by researchers.

A basic assumption in job satisfaction

research is the respondent (employee) psychometrically sums
many specific attitudinal responses and arrives at an
overall score expressing the worker's morale.

Herzberg and

associates (1959) did not believe satisfaction was a
psychometrically additive property which could be expressed
on a uni-dimensional scale from dissatisfied to satisfied.
Herzberg and associates (1959) tested the theory that
certain factors in the work setting were satisfying while
other factors were dissatisfying.

In their research, 200

engineers and accountants were interviewed concerning job
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satisfaction.

The interviewer asked respondents to describe

sequences of events related to episodes of extreme job
satisfaction and extreme job dissatisfaction.

Content

analysis of the interviews revealed a distinct set of two
factor groups.

Specific factors contributed significantly

to periods of great satisfaction while other factors were
linked to periods of great dissatisfaction.
Factors generally leading to feelings of satisfaction
were intrinsic factors, such as actually doing the job and
job content.

These factors, called motivation factors,

focused on the personal achievement and psychological growth
of the worker.

Specifically, motivation factors included

areas of achievement, personal recognition, work itself,
responsibility, and advancement.

The factors associated

with dissatisfaction dealt with extrinsic factors, the
environmental setting of the job and surrounding conditions.
These factors, called hygiene factors, generally centered
around the minimal requirements necessary for a safe and
healthy work environment.

Specifically, these included

company policy and administration, technical supervision,
salary, interpersonal relations-supervision, and working
conditions (Herzberg et al. 1959).
Herzberg and associates' (1959) research supported the
hypothesis that satisfaction and dissatisfaction are
separate and distinct concepts with different elements
contributing to one or the other.

For example, a worker
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pleased with the level of responsibility may simultaneously
be dissatisfied with the working conditions.

This new

theory toward job satisfaction was titled the MotivationHygiene Theory.
This concept has very important implications to
managers trying to increase worker productivity and morale,
and reduce worker dissatisfaction.

For example, changing

working conditions (hygiene factor), such as making safety
improvements, may reduce the amount of worker
dissatisfaction but will not likely increase the amount of
satisfaction.

In order to increase worker satisfaction, a

motivation factor must be manipulated, such as recognition
for a job well done.
The Motivation-Hygiene Theory maintains factors which
contribute to dissatisfaction are distinct and separate from
those that produce satisfaction.

For this reason Lawler

(1973) labelled the theory the Two-Factor TheoryHereafter, this study will use this term.
The Two-Factor Theory was a marked departure from the
traditional model using satisfaction, as the dependent
variable, in a single scale measure from satisfied to
dissatisfied (Figure 1).

By contrast the Two-Factor Theory

has two separate scales.

Motivation factors rest on a scale

which goes from no satisfaction (neutral) to satisfaction.
Hygiene factors lie along a separate scale from
dissatisfaction to no dissatisfaction (neutral) (Figure 2).
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Satisfaction
Figure 1.

Dissatisfaction

Single Scale Measure of Satisfaction

Motivation factors would tend to increase or decrease the
amount of satisfaction while hygiene factors would tend to
increase or decrease the amount of dissatisfaction.
Additionally, the Two-Factor Theory posits that since
motivation and hygiene occupy separate scales, motivation
factors will not affect the amount of dissatisfaction.
Similarly, hygiene factors will not affect the amount of
satisfaction.

No Satisfaction

Satisfaction
Motivation

Dissatisfaction

No Dissatisfaction
Hygiene

Figure 2.

Two-Factor Theory Measure of Satisfaction.

Results from several recent studies support the TwoFactor Theory-

Siefert and associates' (1991) investigation

of job satisfaction and employee turnover found of those
questioned, one fourth reported feelings of emotional
exhaustion and almost one-half were considering a job change
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despite high job satisfaction.

They also found that low

satisfaction was not associated with employee turnover.
Hoff and associates (1988) examined the validity of the
Two-Factor Theory with regard to the motivations of summer
job seekers in park and recreation settings.

Factor

analysis resulted in two factors explaining fifty percent of
the variance in motivation.

These two factors represented

both motivation and hygiene elements.

Several items loaded

into each factor with some motives contributing to both job
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction.
In a study of racquet sport participants, Aguilar and
Petrakis (1989) found factor analysis of satisfaction items
yielded three factors accounting for sixty percent of the
variance.

However, the three factors, labelled sports

enjoyment, competition, and negative feelings associated
with losing (dissatisfaction), were not the three
hypothesized — leisure satisfaction, competition
satisfaction, and performance satisfaction.

These results

tend to lend support for the Two-Factor Theory of separate
satisfaction and dissatisfaction components of an
experience.
The Two-Factor Theory has provided an alternative way
of addressing satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Research

has shown a myriad of factors affect each continuum.
However, research on the Two-Factor Theory has not examined
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if there is a hierarchy among factors within each of the two
continua.
Summary of Satisfaction Models Examined
Several conclusions can be drawn from the four
satisfaction models examined here.

Most obvious is there is

not a single, agreed upon way to measure satisfaction.
Satisfaction is a complex subject affected by a multitude of
factors.

The more these factors are accounted for, the more

likely one is to understand the effect each has on
satisfaction.
Global satisfaction and exchange theory are the least
complex approaches to measuring satisfaction and have the
least success in establishing strong relationships between
variables.

Expectancy-value models and the Two-Factor

Theory attempt to identify the intervening variables and
their importance in affecting satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with some success.

Integrating expectancy-

value models and the Two-Factor Theory could prove useful in
attempting to answer the research question for this study.
Satisfaction and Wildland Recreation
The literature related to visitor satisfaction in
recreational settings is very extensive.

Many of these

studies have focused on the relationship between use levels
or visitor encounters and visitor satisfaction in
undeveloped natural settings.

This section will not attempt
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to cover all previous research on the subject of recreation
satisfaction, but will briefly look at three approaches used
to study relations between inter party encounters and
visitor satisfaction: carrying capacity, crowding models,
and normative standards of evaluation.
Carrying Capacity
Adopting the concept of carrying capacity from range
management, recreation resource managers have employed the
concept of social carrying capacity, defined as the point at
which increases in use are detrimental to the recreation
experience resulting in decreased visitor satisfaction
(Stankey and McCool 1984).
A longtime goal of recreation managers has been to
maximize user satisfaction (Lucas and Stankey 1974).
Visitors are believed to use wilderness and backcountry
areas to experience the values of naturalness and solitude.
Therefore, increases in use levels should diminish the
visitor's level of satisfaction.
A critical point to consider when dealing with carrying
capacity is the difference between use levels and
encounters.

Use levels are a measure of the total number of

visitors in a given area.

Encounters are the number of

inter party meetings during a given length of time.

A

particular use level is not indicative of the number of
encounters.

Carrying capacity research has generally

focused on use levels.
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Using a hypothetical number of encounters, Stankey
(1972) showed satisfaction decreased after just one or two
encounters.

Contrary to this, many studies have found a low

association between reported visitor encounters and overall
satisfaction (Heberlein 1977, Vaske 1977, Heberlein and
Vaske 1977, Lee 1977, Lucas 1978, Schreyer 1979, Manning and
Ciali 1980, Shelby 1980, Becker 1981, Shelby and Colvin
1982,

Titre and Mills 1982, Graefe et al. 1984, Shelby and

Heberlein 1986, Manning 1986).

Several explanations have

been offered to explain this low association between
encounters and satisfaction including the self selected
nature of recreation participation (Heberlein and Shelby
1977, Stankey and McCool 1984, Graefe et al. 1984), visitor
displacement (Schreyer 1979, Becker 1981, Nielson and Shelby
1977, Heberlein and Vaske 1977, Vaske et al. 1980),
experience definition change or product shift (Heberlein and
Shelby 1977, Schreyer 1979, and Graefe et al. 1984), the
multidimensional aspect of recreation (Leopold 1934, Hendee
1974, Driver 1976, Roggenbuck and Schreyer 1977, Driver and
Brown 1978, Hautaluoma and Brown 1978, Kelley 1979, Brown
and Haas 1980, Iso-Ahola 1980, Brown and Ross 1981, Graefe
et al. 1981, Stankey and McCool 1984), and conceptualization
and measurement inadequacies (Peterson 1974, Schreyer and
Roggenbuck 1978, Lawler 1973, Dorfman 1979, Gramann 1982,
Propst and Lime 1982, Connelly et al. 1986, Manning 1986,
Shelby and Heberlein 1986, Williams 1988).
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No matter the reason, it is clear the relationship
between satisfaction and visitor encounters is not simply
explained by increased use resulting in decreased
satisfaction.

This approach to visitor satisfaction has two

weaknesses: 1) the assumption that increases in use levels
directly increase the number of visitor encounters; and 2)
the assumption that a specified number of encounters
determines when a situation becomes intolerable.

Many other

factors come into play when an individual evaluates
encounters in the backcountry.

The limitations of the

carrying capacity concept generated research efforts toward
identifying the additional factors which influence
satisfaction.

One factor involves an individual's personal

evaluation of the number of encounters constituting
"crowded" conditions.
Crowding Models
The concept of crowding is an individual subjective
determination defined as the perception that a given level
of encounters is too high (Shelby 1980, Gramann 1982, Shelby
et al. 1984).

Subsequently, if a given situation is

determined to be crowded, levels of satisfaction should
decrease.

This evaluation is based on individual

preferences and expectations for situational experiences.
In a study of boaters in the Grand Canyon, Shelby
(1980) found no significant relationship between perceived
crowding and satisfaction.

West (1982) found that perceived
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crowding depended as much on behavior of others as on the
number of encounters.
Expectations of an experience also have a strong
influence on a person's perception of a situation as crowded
(Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978).

Shelby and associates

(1984) showed the effect of expectations was even stronger
than an individual's personal preference.
Most crowding models were conceptually based on an
individual's interpretation of what "crowded" meant to them.
These evaluations of crowded conditions introduce value
judgements into the equation which crowding models could not
explain.
Normative Standards of Evaluations
The normative approach provides a means of
conceptualizing and analyzing data representing value
judgements (Shelby and Vaske 1991).

Norms are defined as

standards for evaluating a situation or person as either
good or bad (Vaske 1977).

When the same standard is held by

members of a social group the norm is labelled a social
norm.

The use of a normative approach to evaluate

encounters dates back to Jackson's (1965) Return Potential
Model.

This model related the number of people encountered

to a person's reaction, either positive or negative, to
these encounters.

Analysis of these reactions can reveal a

number of characteristics of norms.

Characteristics

identified include the acceptable range of contacts, the
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intensity with which the norm is held, and the consensus
among individuals concerning the norm (Vaske 1977).
Recreation studies have focused on identifying personal
and group norms for specific components of a recreation
experience such as a person's preferences, expectations, or
acceptable numbers for encounters.

Studies using encounter

norms as a research measure have had varying degrees of
success (Shelby and Vaske 1991, Noe 1992).

Williams and

associates' (1991) study of norms and encounters on the New
River reiterated several aspects of satisfaction models.
For example, they found encounters with others is only one
factor affecting satisfaction.

Respondents who had reported

feeling crowded and took actions to avoid others, still
reported high levels of satisfaction.

Analysis of responses

also lead to questioning whether or not encounter norms
actually exist.

Shelby and Vaske (1991) reported in a 1987

study on the Deschutes River that encounters may be more
salient in low density versus high density situations.
Roggenbuck and associates (1991) reported a possible reason
for the lack of a norm in the New River Study may relate to
a failure in addressing salient issues.
Summarv of Recreation Satisfaction Research
Over the past twenty years recreation research has
evolved from looking at the impact of numbers of people in a
given area (carrying capacity) to examining several
components comprising a satisfactory recreation experience.
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More recent studies have focused on specific components of
the recreational experience, such as visitor preferences,
expectations, personal and group norms and their
relationship to encounters.

Ties between the four

satisfaction models discussed earlier and the most recent
recreation research are evident.

For example, Williams and

associates' (1991) finding of visitors who perceived being
crowded but were still highly satisfied suggests
satisfaction and dissatisfaction are separate concepts, as
described by Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory.
A recurring recommendation in satisfaction research
(both within and outside recreation) is the need to identify
salient factors.

This follows one of the basic tenets of

expectancy-value models — what is important or expected
from the experience and how is the experience evaluated?
Conceptual Framework
Satisfaction research in backcountry recreation
settings has focused heavily on establishing a relationship
between use levels, visitor encounters, and overall user
satisfaction.

However, abundant research has not shown a

strong link between these variables (Manning 1986, Heberlein
1977).

Herzberg would argue this is to be expected since,

as described, satisfaction and dissatisfaction are two
distinct ideas in his Two-Factor Theory.

A single measure

of overall satisfaction would be conceptually wrong and
methodologically weak (McCool and Petersen 1982).
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One definition of recreation satisfaction considers the
degree a visitor's expectations, needs, or goals are met
(Williams 1988).

Defining these expectations is an

important step in identifying the specific factors which
influence visitor satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

Employee

expectations for outcomes in the work environment are
relatively constant across most vocations.

An employee can

expect compensation commensurate to the work performed.
However, recreational settings are much more complex than
work settings in terms of expectations.
As mentioned earlier, recreation experiences have been
shown to be multidimensional in nature.

Recreationists may

use the same resource for a variety of different reasons and
expect different outcomes.

Depending upon the individual's

motivations for participation, the influence of setting
attributes to a user's satisfaction or dissatisfaction will
vary (McCool and Petersen 1982).

For example, if solitude

is an important motivation or expected outcome, then the
number of people encountered will weigh more heavily in the
overall satisfaction of the recreational experience.
It is also important to recognize the degree of
consensus among visitors for the expected type of experience
and the variability of experiences within different setting
attributes.

Recent research has begun to focus on

integrating the normative theory to identify a visitor's
range of acceptable conditions in various setting attributes
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(Vaske et al. 1986, Shelby et al. 1988, Patterson and
Haimnitt 1990, Young 1990, Roggenbuck et al. 1991, Williams
et al. 1991).
Multiple Attribute Saliencv Theory (MAST^
An alternative satisfaction theory has been offered for
use in recreational settings which attempts to apply
Herzberg's concept of satisfaction/dissatisfaction, the
importance of setting attributes, the multidimensional
aspect of recreation experiences, and a normative evaluation
of setting attributes.

Titled the Multiple Attribute

Saliency Theory (MAST), it was originally developed by
McCool and Petersen (1982) and further modified by McCool
(1984a).

This theory is conceptually based in Herzberg's

Two-Factor Theory for satisfaction and dissatisfaction in
the work setting, but expanded to include the additional
aspects of human behavior and thinking.
To summarize, the basic tenets of the MAST consist of
the following:
1.

Satisfaction and dissatisfaction are conceptually
distinct and independent.

2.

Different setting attributes influence feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

3.

Recreational experiences are multidimensional in
terms of expected outcomes.

4.

The saliency of setting attributes varies
according to how visitors define expected outcomes
of the recreational engagement; the influence of
an attribute on visitor
satisfaction/dissatisfaction is directly related

to the saliency of the attribute or the frequency
of encountering the attribute.
5.

Non-salient attributes are ignored or perceptually
filtered by visitors influencing neither feelings
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

6.

The intensity and nature of dissatisfaction can be
indirectly estimated by visitor recommendations
for management actions.

The MAST posits that saliency influences a visitor's
(1) perceptions of an attribute;
(2) internalized standard of acceptability; and
(3) evaluation of the attribute.
The sequential steps involved in the MAST and the influence
attribute saliency has in the process is shown in Figure 3.

Exposure
to

Perception
of
Attribi]te

Attribute

\

Noonative
Standznl of
Acceptability

Evihiatioa
of
Perceived
Attribute

Pedinf cf
SatlsfWtioa or

L nJ
Attribute
At
Saliency

Figure 3.

General Model of the MAST.

For this study, recreation backcountry encounters and
the setting attribute "encounters with others" will comprise
the study design used to test the usefulness of the MAST in
explaining the saliency of solitude (see Figure 4).
In the sequential process describing the MAST, the
first component (Figure 4) involves the exposure to the
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setting attribute by the visitor — "encounters with
others".

Individual's may or may not equate number of

encounters with the use level of an area.

As mentioned

earlier, use level is an objective measure of the number of
people in a given area or length of river or trail (Shelby
and Heberlein 1986).

Various use levels may lead to

differing numbers of encounters among visitors.

However, a

given use level does not determine the actual number of
encounters among visitors because of other variables such as
multiple trailheads, distribution of use over an area, and
direction of travel (Shelby 1980).

Nonetheless, Graefe and

others (1984) have shown that as use levels increase, the
potential for more encounters among visitors also increases.

Actual

Perceived

Encounter

Encounter

Nazmative
Standard of
Acceptability

Evatnation
of
Setting as
•Chwded*

Idling of
Salfafactioii or
Dissadatictioa

Saliency of
Solitude

Figure 4.

Theoretical Framework of Study Design.

The next component, perception of the attribute, may
not necessarily be related to the actual number of
encounters a visitor experiences.

The objective measure of

number of encounters can be significantly different from the
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subjectively perceived number of encounters by the visitor.
In a study of reported encounters on the Colorado River in
Grand Canyon, Shelby and Colvin (1982) noted substantial
differences between encounters reported by a trained
participant observer and the number reported by the river
recreationist.

In some cases the actual encounters were

twice the perceived encounters (Shelby and Colvin 1982).
How can these discrepancies be explained?

The MAST

accounts for it through the concept of saliency.

McCool

(1984a) states that saliency enters MAST several ways.
First, saliency acts as a filtering device on the
experience, affecting the visitor's ability to accurately
recall the attribute.

For example, individuals for whom

solitude is salient would more accurately recall the number
of encounters than those for whom solitude is not salient.
As described by the MAST, the individual's perceived
number of encounters is then compared to their internalized
standard of acceptability for the specific attribute.

A

person's normative standards are believed to regulate
behavior and their definition of acceptable levels (Williams
1988).

Users more involved in an issue have different norms

for acceptable conditions (Young 1990).

Attribute saliency

affects the individual again, this time influencing the
individual's personal norms.

If solitude is a salient

attribute the individual is more likely to have formed a
personal standard as to preferred number of encounters and
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the range of encounters appropriate for the setting.

Shelby

(1981) showed encounter norms can also vary according to an
area's management designation.

Users in a designated

Wilderness were less tolerant of greater numbers of
encounters than users in an undeveloped recreation area.
The comparison between the perceived number of
encounters and the individual's normative standard for
encounters leads to an evaluation of the attribute.

Norms

are thought to play a key role in people's evaluation of the
acceptability of behaviors and setting conditions (Young
1990).

Shelby & Heberlein (1984) showed each individual

applies a different normative standard when evaluating the
presence of others.
The MAST posits the saliency of the attribute will
influence the visitor's evaluation of the attribute.

An

individual's evaluation of an attribute, either positive or
negative, determines the degree of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the experience.
The sequence from encountering the attribute to an
evaluation of the attribute occurs without a conscious
effort by the visitor.

The visitor merely has feelings of

satisfaction, dissatisfaction, or neutrality after a given
attribute is encountered.
Siimmary
In the realm of satisfaction research many theories and
models have been utilized attempting to relate satisfaction
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with other variables.

This has not been an easy task.

The

concept of satisfaction itself is difficult to explain to
most people.
Simple models, such as the global satisfaction and
social-exchange theory, attempt to relate overall
satisfaction in a bi-variate condition.

More in-depth

models, such as expectancy-value models take into account
some of the multitude of factors which may affect
satisfaction.

The Two-Factor Theory suggests satisfaction

and dissatisfaction are two distinct concepts with certain
factors affecting each, but not both.
The field of recreation research has applied many of
the same theories.

Studies have had varying degrees of

support for each of the models.

Researchers have focused on

individual components of the recreation experience trying to
understand how each relates to the quality of the overall
experience.
The Multiple Attribute Saliency Theory has been
proposed by McCool (1984a) as a model which will provide a
useful measure of satisfaction.

This is accomplished by

accounting for salient variables associated with an
individual's recreation experience.

Chapter 3
Procedures
This study utilized visitor information data collected
by the Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research (ITRR),
University of Montana, in the Beartrap Canyon Wilderness
under contract with the Bureau of Land Management.
Information concerning data collection procedures is shown
in Appendix A and is taken from The 1989 Bear Trap Canyon
Visitor Study report (McCool et al. 1990).
Beartrap Canyon visitors were sampled during the summer
1989 visitor use season.

The sample consisted of visitors,

18 years and older, leaving the study area from May 23 to
September 5, 1989.

Visitors were queried about experiences,

expected and preferred levels of solitude, attitudes toward
various management policies, and perceptions of other
resources and social conditions.

They were also asked about

certain socio-demographic and trip characteristics.
Visitors were divided into two strata: water-based and
land-based users.

Hikers were sampled at the two trailheads

accessing the area and floaters were sampled at the take-out
at the north end of the canyon.

Individuals were asked to

provide their name and address in order that a visitor
response form could be mailed to them.

After effective

follow-up procedures, with up to two follow up letters for
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non-respondents, an 81 percent response rate was achieved
(411 usable questionnaires from a sample of 509 visitors).
Assessing the Influences of Attribute Saliency
As stated earlier, the primary research question of
interest is "Does attribute saliency have an influence on an
individual's satisfaction with the attribute?"

Visitor

encounters were the attribute of focus to test this
question.
A major component of the MAST is the saliency of
specific setting attributes.

This brings up the question;

how can a subjective concept like saliency be objectively
measured?

To answer this, an individual's expectations of

the experience must first be considered.
When individuals visit a backcountry setting, they
bring with them a set of expectations concerning the type of
outcome the experience will provide (Iso-Ahola 1980, Manning
1986).

These expectations of outcomes (e.g. solitude) are

influenced by many factors such as previous use of the area
or similar areas, reading about the area, or information
obtained from family or friends (Patterson and Hammitt
1990).

Setting attributes, such as encounters with others,

which are salient to specific experiences, such as solitude,
are dependent on how the participant defines the importance
of various outcome domains (McCool 1984a).

McCool (1984a)

states that an individual's ranking of outcome domains
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explicitly defines the saliency of specific setting
attributes to the experience.
The first question investigated was "Is there an
outcome domain factor which identifies solitude as a
principle component of the experience?"

Factor analysis was

utilized as an exploratory tool (Watson and Niccolucci 1992)
to examine the interrelationships among the motivational
outcome domain questions used in the questionnaire.

The

procedure used to identify these underlying elements was
actually a combination of factor analysis and principal
components analysis.
Factor analysis typically involves four steps: 1)
computation of a correlation matrix for all variables, 2)
extraction of factors to represent the data, 3) rotation of
the factor matrix to make the factors interpretable, and 4)
scores for each factor are computed for each case (Gorsuch
1983, Harman 1976).

A variety of different techniques are

available for use during each of these steps.
In this study a correlation matrix was constructed
based on the degree of inter-correlation among the twentythree different motivation items.

Next principal components

analysis was used to extract separate factors.

In principal

components analysis, linear combinations of the observed
variables are formed.

The first principal component is the

combination of variables that accounts for the largest
amount of variance in the matrix.

The second principal
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component is extracted such that it is uncorrelated with the
first.

This component (factor) accounts for the next

largest amount of variance in the residual matrix.
Successive components explain progressively smaller portions
of the total sample variance, and all are uncorrelated with
each other.
Principal components analysis was chosen over other
extraction techniques because component analysis assumes all
of the variance is accounted for by the variables being
analyzed and not by other "unique" determinants (Gorsuch
1983).

The extraction step produces a factor matrix that

indicates the relationship between the factors and the
individual variables.

However, it is usually difficult to

identify meaningful factors based on this matrix.

The

rotation step transforms the initial factor matrix into one
that is easier to interpret.
As with the extractions step, several methods are
available to transform the factor matrix through rotation.
This study utilized a varimax orthogonal rotation to
transform the factor matrix.

Several other rotations

(equimax, quartimax and oblimin, with delta = 0) were
investigated, with each having similar results as the
varimax.

The resulting factors were examined to investigate

the existence of a motivational outcome domain for solitude.
Lastly, a factor matrix can be used several ways for
analysis.

Factor scores can be used to generate indices
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utilizing all variables using either an analytical or
subjective method (Watson and Niccolucci 1992).
Additionally, the matrix can be used to identify groups of
variables, which are then combined in various fashions to
form new variables for analysis.
in this study-

Both methods were utilized

First a group of variables were identified

for use and a subjective index produced for analysis.

The

theorized solitude outcome domain was to be used as both an
independent and dependent variable for further analysis.
The MAST also posits that saliency affects the user's
ability to form and state an opinion on preferred
conditions.

For example, individuals for whom encounters

with others is salient would more often articulate a
preferred number of encounters than those for whom
encounters are not salient.

An individual's theorized

ability to specify a preferred number of encounters was also
to be used as an independent and dependent variable for
analysis.
Hypotheses to be Tested
Based upon the theorized influences of attribute
saliency and the evaluation sequence described in Figure 4,
the following null hypotheses, denoted by a subscript 0, and
hypotheses, denoted by a subscript 1, were formulated.
Hypothesis IQ

There is no correlation between a
respondent's solitude outcome domain score
and his/her ability to articulate a preferred
number of encounters.
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Hypothesis 2Q

There is no correlation between a visitor's
preferred number of encounters and his/her
score on the solitude outcome domain scale.

Hypothesis Sj

Visitors who score high on the solitude
outcome domain are less likely to say they do
not remember the number of encounters they
experienced than those who score low on the
solitude outcome domain.

Hypothesis 4o

There is no correlation between a visitor's
acceptable number of encounters and his/her
score on the solitude outcome domain scale.

Hypothesis 5i

Visitors who score high on the solitude
outcome domain are less likely to say the
number of encounters does not matter to them
or they do not remember how they felt about
encounters than those who score low on the
solitude outcome domain.

Hypothesis 6Q

Visitors encountering more groups than
acceptable evaluate encounters the same as
visitors encountering fewer groups than
acceptable.

Hypothesis 7Q

Visitors encountering more groups than
preferred evaluate encounters the same as
visitors encountering fewer groups than
preferred.

Hypothesis SQ

Those who score low on the solitude outcome
domain evaluate encounters the same as those
who score high on the solitude outcome
domain.

Hypothesis 9Q

Those individuals who evaluate their
encounters as "too many" evaluate their
overall trip experience the same as those
individuals who evaluate their encounters as
either "about right" or "too few".
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Statistical Analysis Methods
The majority of the statistics used in analysis were
non-parametric because most of the variables used in the
hypothesis testing were either nominal or ordinal level
variables.

One exception was the outcome domain variable

ESCAPE which was an interval level variable.

Therefore,

non-parametric statistics were the most appropriate method
for analysis.

A complete list of variables used in analysis

are included as Appendix C.
The Mann-Whitney U Test was used when the independent
variable had dichotomous responses.

The Kruskal-Wallis one

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used when the
independent variable had three or more possible responses.
A Chi-square test was used to test for categorical
associations.

Spearman's correlation coefficient and the

Mantel-Haenszel chi-square test for linear association were
used to test the strength and direction of significant
associations.

Since the questionnaire asked individuals to

respond to questions for encounters with both floater groups
and land based groups, two runs were conducted to examine
responses toward each group.

An alpha level of .05 was used

to identify significant differences for hypothesis tests.
The relationship between actual and perceived
encounters could not be tested in this study because actual
encounters were not recorded for each respondent.

However,

many have stated that a visitor's perceived number of
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encounters, rather than the actual number, is important
(Stankey 1973, Iso-Ahola 1980, Vaske et al. 1983, Greenleaf
et al. 1984).

To the individual, perceived number of

encounters and actual number of encounters are the same.
Testing of null hypotheses one and two allowed
examining the relationship between respondent's ability to
specify a preferred number of encounters and his/her score
on the solitude outcome domain scale.
For Hypothesis Ig, individuals were stratified into two
groups: Group I, those who stated a preferred number of
encounters and Group II, those who did not state a preferred
number of encounters.

A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to

test the hypothesis that the distribution of solitude
outcome domain scores were different for Group I than for
Group II.

A Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was used to test

if the response pattern for Groups I and II are different
across various outcome domain scores.
Hypothesis 2Q was analyzed using only those respondents
who stated a preference for number of encounters.
Spearman's Rank Correlation coefficients were calculated,
for both land group and floater group encounters, to test
the hypothesis that there was a correlation between a
visitor's preferred number of encounters and their solitude
outcome domain score.
According to the MAST, saliency is believed to
influence several aspects of a person's evaluation process;
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the ability to accurately recall the number of encounters,
an individual's acceptable number of encounters, an
individual's preferred number of encounters, and an
individual's ability to state his/her opinion on encounters.
Hypotheses three through five addressed these components of
the evaluation process.
For Hypothesis 3i individuals were stratified into two
groups: Group I, those who did not remember the number of
encounters, and Group II, those who stated their number of
encounters.

A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to test the

hypothesis that distribution of solitude outcome domain
scores are different for Group I than for Group II.

A

Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was used to test if Groups I
and II differed across various outcome domain scores.
To test Hypothesis 4o, only those respondents who
stated an acceptable number of encounters were used for
analysis.

Spearman's Rank Correlation coefficients were

calculated to test the hypothesis that there was a
correlation between a visitor's acceptable number of
encounters and their score on the solitude outcome domain
scale.
For Hypothesis 5,, individuals were stratified into two
groups: Group I, those who stated their reaction to the
number of encounters, and Group II, those who stated the
number of encounters did not matter or they did not remember
how they felt.

A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to test the
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hypothesis that the distribution of solitude outcome domain
scores are different for Group I than for Group II.

A

Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was used to test the hypothesis
that a respondent's ability to state a reaction differed
across various outcome domain scores.
These five hypotheses explored some of the underlying
assumptions of the MAST.

In order to analyze the influence

these components had on satisfaction, the actual number of
encounters was taken into account along with the maximum
number of encounters acceptable before those groups started
detracting from visitor enjoyment.
Hypotheses six and seven examined visitor reactions to
encounters accounting for interrelationships between
acceptable and preferred levels of encounters and actual
number of encounters.
Respondents were divided into three groups: Group I,
those who encountered fewer groups than they preferred/would
accept, Group II, those who encountered the same number of
groups as they preferred/would accept, and Group III, those
who encountered more groups than they preferred/would
accept.

Respondents' evaluations of encounters were

measured using categories of "Saw too few", "About right",
"Saw too many", "Did not matter", and "Do not remember."
Contingency tables were constructed using Groups I, II,
and III and their evaluations of the number of other groups
seen for each group.

A Chi-square test was used to test
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null hypotheses six and seven.

If significant associations

were identified between these variables, Spearman's Rank
Correlation coefficients were calculated to determine the
strength and direction of the association.
The MAST also states saliency affects an individual's
evaluation of an attribute.

In this case the effect would

be an evaluation of the number of groups encountered.
Hypothesis SQ categorized respondents based on their
score on the solitude outcome domain.

Four categories were

used based on the 25"', 50"*, and 75"* percentiles.

A

contingency table was constructed using the solitude outcome
domain quartiles and respondents' evaluations of encounters.
The quartile scores were used rather than base solitude
scores to ensure sufficient entries for each cell.
separate tests were conducted.

Two

The first test used only

those respondents who stated an evaluation to encounters.
The second test included the additional responses of "Did
not matter" and "Do not remember".
used to test null hypothesis eight.

A chi-square test was
If a significant

association was identified between these variables,
Spearman's Rank Correlation coefficients were calculated to
determine the strength and direction of the association.
Hypothesis 9^ tested the link between a respondent's
evaluation of an attribute, group encounters, and their
overall trip satisfaction.

It was assumed that individuals
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who evaluated specific attributes negatively would tend to
have a lower level of overall trip satisfaction.
Only those respondents who stated an evaluation of
their encounters were included for analysis.

Respondents

were divided into three groups based on how they evaluated
the number of encounters they experienced.

These were the

same three groups used in hypotheses six and seven.

Overall

trip satisfaction was measured by an individuals level of
agreement to four different statements.
Contingency tables were generated for respondents'
reactions with each of the four statements.

Chi-square

tests were used to determine the independence of each pair
of variables.

If a pair of variables were determined to be

associated. Spearman's correlation coefficients were
calculated to ascertain the strength and direction of the
association.
Analysis involving actual number of encounters were
limited to day users only because data on expected,
preferred, and acceptable numbers of encounters were
gathered on a per day basis and actual encounter data were
gathered for the entire trip.

Since multi-day trips were

permitted for land based users, these variables were not
compatible for analysis without limitations.

Analysis was

conducted using the personal computer version of Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) PC Plus.

Chapter 4
Results
This chapter contains two sections.

The first section

summarizes visitor and trip characteristics of respondents
surveyed in the Beartrap Canyon Visitor Study.

The second

section presents the analysis and results of the research
question and hypotheses testing.
Visitor and Trip Characteristics
During the 1989 season sampled, the Beartrap Canyon
Wilderness was visited by a wide variety of users, seeking a
diversity of experiences.

Each visitor brought with them

their own motivations, preferences, and expectations for the
type of trip which would satisfy them.
This section summarizes the background characteristics,
motivations for visiting the area, trip characteristics of
visitors, and levels of satisfaction of visitors to the
Beartrap Canyon Wilderness.

The summary statistics

presented here are reported by the two user groups included
in the study, floaters and hikers.

These statistics may

vary slightly from those reported in the Beartrap Canyon
visitor report (McCool et.al. 1990) due to the additional
stratification of user groups by McCool and others.
Visitor Characteristics
Demographic information presented here includes the
following: age, gender, education level, occupation, size of
45

46

resident city, and previous visits to the area.

The age

class distribution and gender of visitors are shown in Table
1.

Slightly over half the floaters (53 percent) and hikers

(56 percent) sampled were in the 20-39 age class and a
majority of both groups (78 percent) were younger than 50
years.

The distribution of visitors in each age class were

very similar for both floaters and hikers.

However, males

outnumbered females considerably among hikers and somewhat
outnumbered them among floaters.
Table 1
Age and Gender of Visitors by Travel Method (in percent).
n = 160
Floaters

n = 241
Hikers

13 - 19

2.5

5.8

20 - 29

20.6

24.9

30 - 39

32.5

30.7

40 - 49

21.9

16.6

50 - 59

11.3

12.0

60 - 69

7.5

7.1

70+

3.8

3.1

Female

41.9

23.0

Male

58.1

77.0

Aqe Class

Gender

Respondent's highest level of education is shown in
Table 2.

Both floaters and hikers reported high levels of

education with 83 percent and 73 percent respectively
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reporting at least some level of college education.
Floaters reported the highest overall level of education,
with nearly 58 percent reporting a college degree or higher.
Table 2
Highest Level of Education by Travel Method (in percent).

Education Level
< High School

n = 155
Floaters

n = 238
Hikers

2.5

3.7

High School Grad.

14.2

22.7

Some College

25.8

26.0

College Grad.

31.0

21.4

Graduate School

26.4

26.1

Occupational class categories for respondents were
based on standard Bureau of Census definitions.
Professionals and managers dominated occupations reported by
floaters with homemakers being the third most identified
career (Table 3).

Professional jobs were also the most

reported career by hikers.

However hikers constituted fewer

managers and more students, craftsmen and retired
individuals.
Visitor's size of resident city is shown in Table 4.
Both floaters and hikers reported living mostly in small
cities.

Over three times as many floaters as hikers

reported living in a large city.

This was most likely due

to a higher number of out of state visitors taking outfitted
float trips.

All respondents who reported living in a large

Table 3
Occupation by Travel Method (in percent).
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n = 154
Floaters

n = 238
Hikers

Professional

30.5

33.2

Manager

19.5

7.1

Sales

7.1

4.6

Craftsmen

7.1

11.3

Student

7.8

17.2

Homemaker

9.7

2.1

Retired

4.5

8.8

13.8

15.7

OccuDation

Other

Table 4
Size of Resident City by Travel Method (in percent).
n = 155
Floaters

n = 237
Hikers

17.4

5.5

Medium City
(50,000 - one million)

23.2

15.6

Small City
(5,000 - 50,000)

40.0

47.3

7.1

12.7

11.0

15.6

1.3

3.4

Citv Size
Large City
(over one million)

Town
(1,000 - 5,000)
Rural
Farm or Ranch

city represented out of state visitors since Montana's
population is less than one million.
Over half (56 percent) of floaters were visiting
Beartrap Canyon for the first time, whereas only 34 percent

of hikers were making their first trip to the area.

Those

respondents who were return visitors reported the majority
(75 percent of floaters and 65 percent of hikers) of their
previous visits were since 1980.

Hikers tended to have the

most previous experience in Beartrap Canyon with 47 percent
having visited twelve times or more.
Motivations for Visiting
The motivations behind visiting an area can be as
numerous and diverse as the individuals who visit.
Understanding visitor motivations can increase a manager's
understanding of visitors and enhance a manager's ability to
provide the opportunities to meet visitors' needs and
objectives.

In the Beartrap Canyon study, motivations were

measured using a scale designed to identify the importance
of scenery, affiliation, solitude, learning about nature,
stress release, and challenge/adventure (McCool et al.
1990).

Responding to an interviewer questionnaire, using a

six point scale ranging from 1 being "Not At All Important"
to 6 being "Extremely Important", visitors indicated the
importance of 23 statements.

These different statements

were chosen based on motivation scales developed by Driver
(1977).
Factor analysis was used to distinguish the underlying
motivational domains as identified by the respondents based
on the degree of correlation among the different items.

The

23 different motivation items were reduced to five groups or

50

factors using principal component analysis followed by a
varimax orthogonally rotated factor matrix.
McCool and others (1990) labelled these five factors
"Nature Appreciation", "Affiliation", "Physical Fitness",
"Solitude/Stress Release", and "Challenge/Adventure".

The

average motivation score for floaters and hikers is shown in
Table 5.

For sampled floaters and hikers. Nature

Appreciation had the highest average motivation score as a
reason for visiting the Beartrap Canyon Wilderness and
Physical Fitness had the lowest average score.

The average

Solitude/Stress Release score was second highest for hikers,
but second lowest for floaters.

Hikers appeared to be

motivated more by Solitude/Stress Release than floaters.
Table 5
Average Motivation Outcome Domain Score by Travel Method.

Outcome Domain

n = 149
Floaters

n = 230
Hikers

Nature Appreciation

4.5

4.2

Affiliation

4.2

3.8

Physical Fitness

2.5

2.8

Solitude/Stress Release

3.7

4.1

Challenge/Adventure

3.9

3.1

Trip Characteristics
Visitors were also questioned about characteristics of
their trip.

Floaters constituted 40 percent of users in
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Beartrap Canyon while hikers represented 60 percent.
Approximately 20 percent of all visitors chose to pay a
professional guide (outfitter) to lead them on their trip.
Nearly half (49 percent) of the floaters visited the canyon
with the assistance of an outfitter, while only one percent
of hikers chose an outfitter.

A detailed analysis of the

differences between outfitter and private trips is found in
The 1989 Bear Trap Canyon Visitor Study (McCool et al.
1990).
Floaters tended to travel with friends, while hikers
were fairly evenly divided between friends or family groups
(Table 6).

Lone visitors were most likely hikers, while

individuals with a club or organization were most likely
floaters.

The average size of floater groups was 6.3, and

hikers averaged 3.4 people per group.
The length of stay of visitors is shown in Table 7.
The majority of visitors reported staying between four hours
and one day during their trip.

One-third of hikers reported

a trip of less than four hours, whereas only seven percent
of floaters had trips of this length.

Although float groups

are not permitted to camp overnight in Beartrap Canyon, nine
percent reported trips of more than one day.

These

individuals were possibly reporting overnight stays in the
area prior to or after their trip through the canyon.
Table 8 reveals that the Beartrap Canyon Wilderness
offered opportunities for a wide variety of recreation
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Table 6
Groups Type (in percent) and Group Size by Travel Method.

GrouD TvtDe

n = 159
Floaters

n = 241
Hikers

Alone

0.6

10.8

Family

19.5

32.4

Friends

41.5

38.6

Family & Friends

31.4

17.8

6.9

0.4

Mean

6.3

3.4

Median

6.0

3.0

Club/Organization
GrouD Size

Table 7
Length of Stay by Travel Method (in percent).
n = 158
Floaters

Lenath

n = 238
Hikers

Under 1 Hour

0.0

0.4

1 - 4 Hours

7.0

29.8

84.2

49.2

8.9

20.6

4 Hrs.- 1 Day
More than 1 Day
activities.

The most popular recreation activities among

floaters, aside from rafting, were viewing wildlife and
float fishing.

Bank fishing was by far the most popular

activity for hikers.
Trip Satisfaction
Visitor satisfaction was measured by an individual's
level of agreement or disagreement to four statements on the

Table 8
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Recreation Participation in Selected Activities by Travel
Method (in percent).
n = 160
Floaters

Activitv

n = 237
Hikers

Bank Fishing

25.6

86.9

Float Fishing

52.5

3.8

Rafting

76.3

3.4

Kayaking

11.3

0.0

Photography

45.0

27.4

7.5

55.3

57.5

38.8

5.0

13.5

Hiking
Viewing Wildlife
Camping

questionnaire.

Respondents were asked to evaluate their

trip by comparing it to all previous recreational
experiences, all other trips to Beartrap Canyon, and to
indicate if the trip was so good they either would or might
like to take the trip again.

Tables 9 through 12 display

how visitors responded to each of these statements.
Table 9 reveals that 25 percent of all respondents
agreed their trip was better than any other recreation
experience they remember.

Separately, floaters indicated an

even higher level of satisfaction, with 36 percent agreement
to the statement.
Floaters typically rated their trips higher than
hikers.

Forty eight percent of floaters, compared to 32

percent of hikers, indicated this trip was better than
previous Beartrap Canyon trips.

Seventy five percent of
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Table 9
Level of Agreement to the Statement "This trip was better
than any other recreation experience I remember" by Travel
Method (in percent).
n =157
Floaters

n = 233
Hikers

Very Strongly
Agree

12.7

1.7

Strongly Agree

10.2

6.4

Agree

12.7

9.0

Neither

31.2

35.6

Disagree

25.5

34.3

Strongly Disagree

1.9

5.2

Very Strongly
Disagree

5.1

7.3

Table 10
Level of Agreement to the Statement "This trip was better
than any other Beartrap Canyon Wilderness trip I remember"
by Travel Method (in percent).
n =129
Floaters

n = 213
Hikers

Very Strongly
Agree

16.3

9.4

Strongly Agree

14.0

3.8

Agree

17.8

18.8

Neither

35.7

39.9

Disagree

11.6

22.1

Strongly Disagree

2.3

1.4

Very Strongly
Disagree

2.3

4.7

Table 11
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Level of Agreement to the Statement "This trip was so good
I would like to take it again" by Travel Method (in
percent).
n =157
Floaters

n = 237
Hikers

Very Strongly
Agree

45.2

21.1

Strongly Agree

23.6

16.9

Agree

24.2

37.1

Neither

4.5

19.0

Disagree

0.6

3.4

Strongly Disagree

0.0

1.3

Very Strongly
Disagree

1.9

1.3

hikers agreed they would like to take the trip again,
whereas 93 percent of floaters agreed with this statement.
Summary
Visitors to the Beartrap Canyon Wilderness were most
likely highly educated, males, in the age range of 20-49
years, and had a professional or managerial occupation or
were students.

Both floaters and hikers most likely lived

in a small city.

However, a sizable percentage of floaters

resided in a medium to large city.

Appreciation of the

natural setting averaged highest as the motivation behind
visiting and most individuals reported many previous visits.
Few visitors spent more than one day within Beartrap
Canyon, although many stayed several nights in the general
vicinity.

Most groups consisted of three to five friends

Table 12
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Level of Agreement to the Statement "This trip was pretty
good, I might like to take it again" by Travel Method (in
percent).
n =157
Floaters
Very Strongly
Agree

n = 237
Hikers

19.6

15.3

9.1

14.4

Agree

19.6

35.8

Neither

17.5

18.3

Disagree

16.1

7.9

Strongly Disagree

7.7

2.6

Very Strongly
Disagree

9.1

5.7

Strongly Agree

and family members who enjoyed fishing, rafting, and viewing
wildlife, and generally reported a highly satisfying
recreational experience.
Testing of Research Questions: Attribute Saliency
Central to the MAST is attribute saliency.

The test

attribute for this study was "encounters with others".
Considering this attribute, two extremes come to mind: 1)
those who wish to minimize encounters and 2) those who wish
to maximize encounters.

Those in the latter category could

most likely succeed by visiting high use areas such as
popular parks or more urban recreation facilities.
Individuals endeavoring to minimize their encounters
with others would most likely seek areas with opportunities
for solitude.

One attribute of a designated Wilderness is
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"outstanding opportunities for solitude" (Public Law 88-577
1964).

However, as Patterson and Hammitt (1990) point out,

different individuals can utilize the same area with
completely different expectations of outcomes in mind.

All

visitors to a Wilderness are not necessarily seeking
solitude.
So, was there a motivational outcome domain factor
among Beartrap Canyon Wilderness visitors which identified
solitude as a principle salient component of the recreation
experience?

As mentioned earlier, a combination of

principal components and factor analysis was used to
distinguish the underlying motivational domains as
identified by the respondents.

Table 13 displays the

orthogonally rotated varimax factor matrix showing how each
of the 23 motivation items loaded into each factor.

The

highest correlation between a variable and a particular
factor is highlighted in bold.
The group of variables, associated with the highest
loading on a particular factor, can represent a scale for
that factor.

For example, the scale for factor 1 would be

comprised of the variables SCENIC, NATURAL, TRANQUIL,
SOUNDS, UNDRSTND, LEARN, and WILDLIFE.

Cronbach alpha

reliability coefficients were computed for each scale, and
are also shown in Table 13.

These coefficients represent

how reliably each factor scale measures the motivational
domain (Norusis 1988a).

Coefficients above .80 are
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Table 13
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Motivational Items and
Reliability Coefficients.
Nature
Appreciation
Variable
SCENIC
FRIENDS
NATURAL
SKILLS
ADVENTUR
HEALTH
TRANQUIL
CREATIVE
DECISION
COMPANIO
SOUNDS
CHALLENG
GETAWAY
UNDRSTND
FUN
RESPONSB
LEARN
SHAPE
SAMTHNG
SLOWER
SOLITUDE
TENSIONS
WILDLIFE

Escape

Physical
Fitness

Affilliation

Challenge/
Adventure

FACTOR 1

FACTOR 2

FACTOR 3

FACTOR 4

FACTOR 5

.85085

-.00254
-.07822
.10476
.09152
.04687
.16785
.33303
.10768
.25845
.01961
.26037
.06805

.06473
.08030
.09679
.47520
.09749

.12063

.06388
.10417
.02810

.05852
.83348

-.01007
.39693
.18210
.71127

.30055
.09000
.05081
.74119

.10913
.29111
.63073

.12738
.10831
.61661

.18239
.11739
.18939
.52097
.15206
.65389

Cronbach's
.89
Alpha

.54113

.25713
.35678
.75293
.19197
.20987
.06220

.82386

.22778
.54767
.63809

.17987
.13142
.16544
.22628
.31090
-.11958
.08160
.32498

.83984

.13693
.12642
.19660
.14775
-.04416
-.08137
.06347
.82832

.19969
.13115
-.06285
-.08387
.45341

.77167

.21151
-.01730
.17583

.21731

.05048
.23227
.16578
.21844
.05388

-.01956
-.16811
.04434
.13874

.83

.78

.75060
.62718
.78702

.83549

.79

.57170

.71015
.03766
-.04306
.15562
.24398
.06700
.09556
.81289

-.06065
.26839
.29458
.13704
.30795
.06276
.09149
.03752
-.01407
.13056
.20014
.72

excellent, while scores between .60 and .70 are acceptable
for new and experimental work.

The alpha coefficients of

the five scales indicate that each scale is a reliable
measure of each factor.
From Table 13, the following five variables loaded
highest on Factor 2:
Importance of "to get away from other people"
as a reason for the visit.

GETAWAY
RESPONSE

SLOWER

-

Importance of "to get away from my everyday
responsibilities for a while" as a reason for
the visit.
Importance of "so my mind can move at a
slower pace" as a reason for the visit.
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SOLITUDE

-

Importance of "for the solitude" as a reason
for the visit.

TENSIONS

-

Importance of "to help reduce or release some
built up tensions" as a reason for the visit.

McCool and associates (1990) labelled this factor
"solitude/stress release".

This label name indicates two

separate components which may have seemed unrelated to some
visitors.

Based on the original outcome domains described

by Driver (1977), and recommendations from Watson (1993),
the term this study used for this factor was "Escape".

The

variables SOLITUDE and GETAWAY represent a desire to escape
other people and the variables SLOWER, TENSIONS, and
RESPONSE represent a desire to escape elements which produce
stress in everyday life.

If solitude were a principle

component of the recreation experience of Beartrap Canyon
visitors, one would expect the variables SOLITUDE and
GETAWAY to be grouped separate from others.

The factor

analysis indicated solitude was not a principle component of
the experience but an element of a larger component labelled
"Escape".
Solitude was not clearly identified as a principle
motivational outcome domain, hence solitude saliency could
not be directly used as an independent or dependent
variable.

Since the solitude motivation variables, SOLITUDE

and GETAWAY, correlated highest with the Escape factor, for
further hypothesis testing the Escape factor was used to
represent the solitude component of the experience.
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As suggested by Gorsuch (1983), a new variable called
ESCAPE was created by (1) assigning weights of "1" to the
variables loading highest on factor 2 and "0" to all others,
and (2) sunutiing across those weighted variables.

This

variable was used to represent the saliency of the solitude
component of the recreation experience.

In this study the

term saliency of solitude is used synonymously with saliency
of Escape.

The original outcome domain variables were a six

point ordinal scale with 1 being "not at all important" and
6 being "extremely important".

The new ESCAPE variable is

an interval scale with a range of 5 to 30.

A score of five

represents "no saliency" and a score of 30 represents "high
saliency" for the escape component of the experience.

The

variable ESCAPE is used as both an independent and dependent
variable for further tests.
Testing Study Hypotheses
The hypotheses in this study test several of the
underlying suppositions and interrelationships among
components of the MAST.
separately.

Each hypothesis is presented

The survey queried respondents concerning

encounters with both land-based groups and floater groups.
Each hypothesis was tested separately for each group.

The

terms "land groups" and "floater groups" refer to a
visitor's response to each of these groups and not their
participation as a member of the group.
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Hypothesis 1
Hlo

There is no correlation between a respondent's solitude
outcome domain score and his/her ability to articulate
a preferred number of encounters.
As previously mentioned, a separate solitude component

was not identified; hence, the escape outcome domain score
was substituted for solitude outcome domain scores.
Respondents were arranged into two groups; those who
articulated a specific preference for encounters and those
who did not articulate a specific preference for encounters.
Two new variables were created to represent these two
responses for land groups (STLNDPRF) and floater groups
(STFLPREF).
As an initial examination of a potential association
between these variables, contingency tables were generated
of respondents ability to state a preference for land group
encounters and floater group encounters by Escape outcome
domain score (Tables 14 and 15).
No clear association or trend between the two variables
was visually apparent for either of the encounter groups.
Generally a higher number of respondents articulated some
level of preference than no preference across all levels of
saliency of solitude.
A Mann-Whitney U test was used to test if the ranked
distributions of the dependent variable, ESCAPE, were equal
across the independent variables STLNDPRF (stated preference
for land group encounters) and STFLPREF (stated preference
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Table 14

Contingency Table showing Number of Respondents
Articulating a Preference or No Preference for Land Group
Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score.
ESCAPE
Score

Stated Stated
Pref. No Pref.

ESCAPE
Score

Stated
Pref.

Stated
No Pref.

5.00

1

1

18.00

19

1

6.00

3

0

19.00

16

4

7.00

7

2

20.00

25

7

8.00

5

0

21.00

24

5

9.00

4

0

22.00

24

3

10.00

10

3

23.00

21

2

11.00

10

2

24.00

14

0

12.00

9

4

25.00

18

4

13.00

11

0

26.00

11

0

14.00

12

1

27.00

10

0

15.00

11

4

28.00

8

2

16.00

15

0

29.00

6

2

17.00

9

2

30.00

22

2

(continued)

Column
Total

325
86.4%

51
13.6%

for floater group encounters).
The mean ranks for those individuals who articulated a
preference appeared to be different from those individuals
who did not articulate a preference (Tables 16).

However,

the observed significance levels of 0.2499 for land group
encounters and 0.6013 for floater group encounters did not
reject the hypotheses that the two distributions were equal.

Table 15
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Contingency Table showing Number of Respondents
Articulating a Preference or No Preference for Floater
Group Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score.
ESCAPE
Score

Stated Stated
Pref. No Pref.

ESCAPE
Score

Stated Stated
Pref. No Pref.

5.00

2

0

18.00

18

1

6.00

3

0

19.00

16

4

7.00

8

2

20.00

24

8

8.00

5

0

21.00

23

6

9.GO

4

0

22.00

24

3

10.00

12

1

23.00

23

1

11.00

8

4

24.00

13

0

12.00

10

3

25.00

18

5

13.00

11

0

26.00

10

1

14.00

12

1

27.00

10

0

15.00

12

3

28.00

8

2

16.00

14

1

29.00

8

1

17.00

10

1

30.00

21

2

(continued)

Column
Total

327
86.7%

50
13.3%

These results indicated respondents scored similarly on the
Escape outcome domain whether they stated a preference for
encounters or not.

This held true for preferences for land

group encounters and floater group encounters.
A Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was calculated using the
outcome domain variable, ESCAPE, as the independent variable
with STLNDPRF and STFLPREF as dependent variables.

The

results of these tests also failed to reject the hypothesis

Table 16
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Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain by Ability to
State Preference for Encounters
Stated Preference
for Land Groups
n

mean rank

Yes

325

191.05

No

51
376

172.25

Stated Preference
for Float Groups n

U
7458.5

U

mean rank

Yes

327

190.15

No

50
377

181.51

Two-tail
probability
0.2499

Two-tail
probability

7800.5

0.6013

Table 17
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance for Ability to
State a Preference for Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain
Score.
Corrected for Ties
Sianif.
Chi-Sqr.

Encounters with

n

Land Groups

376

28.3704

0.2911

Float Groups

377

26.3361

0.3898

that the distributions were equal (Table 17).

Significance

levels were 0.2911 for land groups and 0.3898 for floater
groups.

This test indicated as one moves from low saliency

to high saliency, there were no significant differences in
the distributions of whether or not a respondent articulated
a preference for encounters.
The MAST assertion that saliency affects a user's
ability to state an opinion on preferred conditions was not
supported using Escape saliency and preferences for
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encounters.

The majority of respondents (86 percent) were

able to articulate some level of preference for encounters
with both land groups and floater groups (Table 14 and 15).
Hypothesis 2
H2o

There is no correlation between a visitor's preferred
number of encounters and his/her score on the solitude
outcome domain scale.
In testing for a correlation between a respondent's

preferred number of encounters and their score on the
solitude outcome domain scale, only those respondents who
stated a specific preference for encounters were included in
the analysis.

Respondents indicated preferred numbers of

encounters in one of six categories; None, 1-2, 3-5, 6-10,
11-20, and More than 20.
Spearman rank correlation coefficients (rho) were
calculated for the independent variable ESCAPE with the
dependent variables LNDPREFR (respondent's preferred number
of encounters with land groups) and FLPREFER (respondent's
preferred number of encounters with floater groups).

Table

18 presents the findings of these tests.

Table 18
Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients for ESCAPE with
LNDPREFR and FLPREFER.
Variable

Spearman's rho

t-value

Significance

LNDPREFR

-0.08004

-1.44311

0.14996

FLPREFER

-0.03457

-0.62366

0.53329
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The rank correlation coefficients for both encounters
with land groups and floater groups were very small and did
not show significance levels small enough to reject the null
hypotheses.

The small correlation coefficients indicate no

evidence for a linear relationship between a respondent's
score on the solitude domain scale and their preferred
number of encounters.

However, the coefficients for the

independent and dependent variables were in the negative
direction (as was expected).
Table 19
Mean Escape Score by Preference Level for Floater Groups
and Analysis of Variance.
Preference Level

Mean

Std Dev

Sum of Sq

n

None
1-2
3-5
6-10
11-20
More Than 20
No Preference

19.9902
19.3091
19.5930
18.7200
20.7500
0.0000
19.2200

6.1523
6.5002
5.9634
6.9133
6.8496
0.0000
5.8285

3822.9902
4605.4909
3022.7558
1147.0400
140.7500
0.0000
1664.5800

102
110
86
25
4
0
50

Group Total

19.5225

6.2309 14403.6069

377

Analysis of Variance
Source
Between
Groups
Within
Groups

Sum of
Squares

D.F.

54.4514

5

10.8903

371

38.8237

14403.607

Mean
Square

Siq.
.2805

9237

Table 2 0
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Mean Escape Score by Preference Level for Land Groups and
Analysis of Variance.
Preference Level

Mean

Std Dev

Sum of Sa

n

None
1-2
3-5
6-10
11-20
More Than 20
No Preference

20.4432
19.9231
18.7324
19.5192
18.7778
11.0000
18.6667

5.7692
5.9589
6.2540
6.5783
8.4820
0.0000
6.2886

2895.7159
3657.3846
2737.9155
2206.9808
575.5556
0.0000
1977.3333

88
104
71
52
9
1
51

Group Total

19.5426

6.1708 14050.8857

376

Analysis of Variance
Source
Between
Groups
Within
Groups

Sum of
Sauares
250.4335
14050.886

D.F.

Mean
Sauare

6

41.7389

369

38.0783

Siq.

F
1.0961

.3641

A visual display of the mean escape scores for each of
the preference categories, including no preference
responses, and an analysis of variance are shown in Tables
19 and 20.
Mean escape outcome domain scores were very similar
across each category of preference levels for land group and
floater group encounters with the exception of the "more
than 20" category.

Noticeably, no one preferred to

encounter more than twenty floater groups and only one
individual preferred encountering more than twenty land
groups.
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Analysis of variance showed no significant differences
between the escape scores for individuals across varying
encounter preference levels.

Preferences for encounters

with floater groups had no entries for the category "more
than 20".

Subsequently, this category of responses was not

included in the analysis of variance.
included in the table for reference.

The zero values were
Although the mean

scores for the "more than 20" category were noticeably
lower, the small n values did not allow significant
variation to reject the null hypothesis that all categories
were equal.
The expected negative correlation between a
respondent's solitude saliency score and their preferred
number of encounters was not supported by the data.
Hypothesis 3
H3i

Visitors who score high on the solitude outcome domain
are less likely to say they do not remember the number
of encounters they experienced than those who score low
on the solitude outcome domain.
Respondents were recoded into two groups; those who

indicated the number of land group and floater group
encounters and those who indicated they did not remember the
number of land group or floater group encounters.

The new

variables created to represent these responses were labelled
REMLND and REMFLT.
The contingency tables of ESCAPE by REMLND and REMFLT
showed that of the 383 respondents, only six individuals did
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not remember the number of land groups encountered and only
two respondents did not remember the number of floater
groups encountered.

An unknown component of these variables

was the number of respondents who actually did not remember
the number of encounters but guessed at the number of
encounters just to give a numeric response.
A Mann-Whitney U test was used to test if the ranked
distributions of the dependent variable, ESCAPE, were equal
across the independent variables REMLND and REMFLT.
As with the ability to articulate a preference for
encounters, the mean ranks appeared to be different for the
two groups (Tables 21).

Nonetheless, the observed

significance levels of 0.8141 for REMLND and 0.7729 for
REMFLT did not reject the hypotheses that the two
distributions were equal.

These results indicated

respondents scored similarly on the escape outcome domain
whether they remembered the number of encounters or not.
This held true for recall of land based group encounters and
floater group encounters.
A Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was tested using the
outcome domain variable, ESCAPE, as the independent variable
and REMLND and REMFLT as dependent variables.

The results

of these tests also failed to reject the hypotheses that the
distributions are equal (Table 22).

Significance levels

were 0.2565 for land groups and 0.8464 for floater groups.
The data indicated that as one moves from low saliency to
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Table 21

Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain by Ability to
Remember Encounters.
Remembered Number
of Land Grouos
n

mean rank

Yes

373

189.83

No

6
379

200.42

Remembered Number
of Float Grouos
n

U
1056.5

mean rank

Yes

381

192.12

No

2
383

169.50

Two-tail
Drobability
0.8141

U

Two-tail
probability

336.0

0.7729

high saliency, there were no significant differences as to
whether or not a respondent remembered the number of
encounters.

Virtually all respondents (98-99 percent)

indicated they remembered their number of encounters,
regardless of accuracy.
Table 22
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance for Ability to
Remember Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score.
Corrected for Ties
Sianif.
Chi-•Sar.

Encounters with

n

Land Groups

379

29.1792

0.2565

Float Groups

383

17.9061

0.8464

The MAST position that saliency affects a user's
ability to accurately recall the number of encounters was
not supported using solitude saliency and ability to recall
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encounters as variables.

However, it should be noted the

accuracy of a respondents recall was not measured, only
their ability to recall encounters.
Hypothesis 4
H4o

There is no correlation between a visitor's acceptable
number of encounters and his/her score on the solitude
outcome domain scale.
The test of correlation between a visitor's acceptable

number of encounters and their score on the escape outcome
domain scale only used those respondents who articulated a
specific number for acceptable encounters.

The variables

LNDACEPT (acceptable number of encounters with land groups)
and FLACCEPT (acceptable number of encounters with floater
groups) were measured using the same six categories of
responses as used for preferred numbers of encounters.
Spearman's rank correlation coefficients were
calculated for the variable ESCAPE with LNDACEPT and
FLACCEPT.

Table 23 displays the results of these tests.

Table 23
Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients for ESCAPE with
LNDACEPT and FLACCEPT.
Variable

Spearman's rho

t-value

Significance

LNDACEPT

-0.10667

-1.97229

0.04939

FLACCEPT

-0.10358

-1.91170

0.05676

Weak negative correlations were evident for both
encounters with land groups and floater groups.

Respondents
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scoring higher on the escape outcome domain scale tended to
have a lower acceptable number of encounters.

The

correlation was significant at the 95 percent confidence
level for encounters with land groups and significant at the
94 percent confidence level for floater group encounters.
This negative correlation was the expected direction of the
relationship.
To visualize how these variables were related, mean
escape scores were calculated for each acceptable level of
encounters for land and floater groups.

These results,

including scores for no preference for acceptable levels,
are shown in Tables 24 and 25.
Mean escape scores were similar across all acceptable
levels of encounters with land groups with the exception of
those respondents who accepted encountering more than twenty
groups per day.

Those respondents who accepted twenty

encounters or less showed no apparent trend toward higher
escape scores at lower levels of acceptable encounters.

The

analysis of variance rejected the hypothesis that the mean
escape scores were all equal for each category at the 97
percent confidence level.

It is evident from Table 24 that

the "More than 20" score was significantly lower than the
rest.

The observed significance levels would most likely be

much lower for the five categories ranging from "None" to
"11-20".
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Table 24

Mean Escape Outcome Domain Score by Acceptable Level of
Encounters for Land Groups and Analysis of Variance.
Acceptable Level

Mean

Std Dev

Sum of Sq

n

None
1-2
3-5
6-10
11-20
More than 20
No Preference

20.8000
19.7442
20.0526
19.3981
19.7619
15.7742
20.8611

9.6281
5.1828
6.6130
6.0364
6.1715
5.7021
5.2761

370.8000
1128.1860
4110.7368
3716.6796
2361.4286
975.4194
974.3056

5
43
95
103
63
31
36

Groups Total

19.5239

6.0793

13637.5560

376

Analysis of Variance
Source
Between
Groups
Within
Groups

Sum of
Squares
542.229
13637.556

D.F.

Mean
Square

6

90.3714

369

36.9581

F
2.4452

Siq.
.0249

Mean escape scores for acceptable levels of encounters
with floater groups showed similar patterns as acceptable
levels with land groups (Table 25).

The mean score for the

"More than 20" category was noticeably lower than all other
scores.

Therefore analysis of variance rejected the

hypothesis that all mean values were equal at the 98 percent
confidence level, and the expected negative correlation was
not apparent for acceptable levels of twenty encounters or
less.
There was limited support for the MAST position that
saliency affects an individual's acceptable number of
encounters.

Although the Spearman's rho indicated

Table 25
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Mean Escape Outcome Domain Score by Acceptable Level of
Encounters for Floater Groups and Analysis of Variance.
Acceptable Level

Mean

Std Dev

Sum of Sa

n

8.3241
6.3098
6.0615
5.4933
7.0890
7.4213
4.4671

692.9091
2388.7869
3968.1101
2776.2581
2311.7021
936.2778
738.3421

11
61

109
93
47

More than 20
No Preference

20.9091
18.7705
20.6697
19.2258
18.4681
15.6111
20.8684

Groups Total

19.5172

6.1099

13812.3861

377

None
1-2

3-5
6-10

11-20

18

38

Analysis of Variance
Source
Between
Groups
Within
Groups

Sum of
Squares
603.752
13812.386

D.F.
6
370

Mean
Square
100.6253

Siq.
2.6955

.0142

37.3308

significant correlation among the variables, this
correlation was likely heavily influenced by the
significantly lower average score in one category of
responses.

The only noticeable significant difference in

escape scores was in the "More than 20" category for
encounters.

Regarding Tables 24 and 25, it is interesting

to note that the mean escape score was highest for those
stating no acceptable level (i.e. no preference) of
encounters with land groups and it was the second highest
score for encounters with floater groups.
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Hypothesis 5
H5i

Visitors who score high on
are less likely to say the
not matter to them or they
felt about encounters than
solitude outcome domain.

the solitude outcome domain
number of encounters does
do not remember how they
those who score low on the

Respondents were sorted into two groups; those who
indicated how they felt about the number of land groups and
floater groups encountered and those who indicated they
either did not remember how they felt about the number of
land or floater group encountered or the number of
encounters didn't matter to them.

New variables, labelled

EVALLND and EVALFLT, were created to represent these sorted
responses for both groups.
A Mann-Whitney U test was used to test if the ranked
distributions of the dependent variable, ESCAPE, were equal
across the independent variables EVALLND and EVALFLT.
As with previous comparisons of mean ranks, the values
appeared to be different but the observed significance
levels of 0.3202 for EVALLND and 0.4935 for EVALFLT did not
reject, at the 95 percent confidence level, the hypothesis
the two distributions were equal (Tables 26).

These results

indicated respondents scored similarly on the escape outcome
domain whether they did or did not articulate their
evaluation of the number of encounters.

This held true for

both land group encounters and floater group encounters.
A Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was run using the
outcome domain variable, ESCAPE, as the independent variable
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Table 26

Mann-Whitney U Test of Escape Outcome Domain by Ability to
State an Evaluation of Encounters.
Evaluated Number
of Land Grouos
n

mean rank

Yes

301

191.28

No

75
376

177.35

Evaluated Number
of Float 1GrouDS n

U
1045.5

Two-tail
crobability
0.3202

mean rank

U

Two-tail
TDrobabilitv

11144.5

0.4935

Yes

297

190.48

No

79
376

181.07

Table 27
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance for Ability to
State an Evaluation of Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain
Score.
Corrected for Ties
Sianif.
Chi-Sar.

Encounters with

n

Land Groups

376

23.8558

0.5277

Float Groups

376

28.8199

0.2715

and EVALLND and EVALFLT as dependent variables.

Table 27

shows the results of these tests also failed to reject, at
the 95 percent confidence level, the hypotheses that the
distributions were equal.

Significance levels were 0.5277

for land groups and 0.2715 for floater groups.

Moving from

low saliency to high saliency of solitude, there were no
significant differences as to whether or not a respondent
articulated their evaluation of the number of encounters
they experienced.
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The MAST' S position that saliency affects a user's
ability to state their opinion on encounters was not
supported using escape saliency and feelings about
encounters as variables.

Most respondents (79-80 percent)

indicated their feelings about the number of encounters,
regardless of the saliency of escape.
Hypothesis 6
H6o

Visitors encountering more groups than acceptable
evaluate encounters the same as visitors encountering
fewer groups than acceptable.
Testing this hypothesis required creating new variables

taking into account the interrelationship of a respondent's
acceptable level of encounters with the actual number of
encounters experienced.

Two variables were created for this

purpose: LACCLVL and FACCLVL.

Respondents were divided into

one of three categories: 1) those who encountered fewer
groups than their acceptable level, 2) those who encountered
the same number of groups as their acceptable level, and 3)
those who encountered more than their acceptable level.
Respondents who did not remember the number of encounters
and those who stated no acceptable level of encounters were
not included in this analysis.

These two variables (FACCLVL

and LACCLVL) were used with variables representing a
respondents evaluation of their encounters (FLOREACT and
LNDREACT).

The evaluations of encounters were measured as

either "saw too few", about right", or "saw too many."
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Contingency tables were created to graphically display
the interactions between these variables (Tables 28 and 29).
A Chi-square test was first calculated to test if these
variables were independent of each other.

The results of

these tests are also shown in Tables 28 and 29.
Table 28
Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters with the
Level of Encounters Compared to Acceptable Levels for Land
Groups.
Level of Encounters
Compared to Acceptable Level
Fewer
Than

Same
As

More
Than

Saw too Few

7
4.0%

1
1.1%

0
.0%

About Right

159
89.0%

67
73.6%

4
10.5%

Reaction

11
6.2%

Saw Too Many
Column
Total

177
57.8%

23
25.3%
91
29.7%

34
89.5%
38
12.4%

306
100.0%

Chi-square = 127.36 with 4 d.f.; Signif. = <.00000
Correlation Coefficients
Statistic

Value

T-value

Spearman's
Rho

.54142

11.2281

M-H Chi^

102.50

Significance
<.00000
<.00000

The contingency tables reveal obvious differences in
the evaluation of encounters between respondents who
encountered fewer, the same as, or more groups than their

Table 29
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Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters by the Level
of Encounters Compared to Acceptable Levels for Floater
Groups.
Level of Encounters
Compared to Acceptable Level
Fewer
Than

Same
As

More
Than

Saw Too Few

13
6.6%

0
.0%

1
3.4%

About Right

177
89.8%

58
75.3%

9
31.0%

7
3.6%

19
24.7%

19
65.5%

197
65.0%

77
25.4%

29
9.6%

Reaction

Saw Too many
Column
Total

303
100.0%

Chi-square = 88.58 with 4 d.f.; Signif. = <.00000
Correlation Coefficients
Statistic
Spearman's
Rho
M-H Chi^

acceptable level.

Value
.46475

T-value
9.1064

69.08

Significance
<.00000
<.00000

As was expected, the majority of

respondents who encountered more groups than their stated
acceptable level indicated they "saw too many" groups.
These results held true for encounters with land groups as
well as with floater groups.

Those encountering the same

number as their acceptable level evaluated their encounters
as "about right" (74-75 percent).

Interestingly, the

majority (89-90 percent) of those encountering fewer groups
than their stated acceptable level evaluated their
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encounters as "about right".

This may show their acceptable

level of encounters was actually lower than indicated.
The observed Chi-squares of 127.4 for land group
encounters and 88.6 for floater group encounters indicate,
at significant levels, the variables were not independent of
each other.

However, these tests did not indicate the

nature or strength of association between the variables.
Spearman's rank correlation coefficient (rho) and the
Mantel-Haenszel (M-H) chi-square test for linear association
were used to measure the strength and direction of
association among the variables.

Both the Spearman's rho

and Mantel-Haenszel chi-square indicated a strong positive
correlation between how respondents evaluated their
encounters and the number of encounters as compared to their
stated acceptable level of encounters (Tables 28 and 29).
The high significance levels held true for land based group
encounters and floater group encounters.
These results appear to support one of the tenets of
the MAST unrelated to attribute saliency; the influence of
an attribute on visitor satisfaction is directly related to
the frequency of encountering the attribute.
Hvpothesis 7
H7o

Visitors encountering more groups than preferred
evaluate encounters the same as visitors encountering
fewer groups than preferred.
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As in hypothesis six, new variables were created taking
into account the interrelationship of a respondent's
preferred level of encounters with the actual number of
encounters experienced.

Two variables were created for this

purpose; LPRFLVL and FPRFLVL.

Respondents were divided into

one of three categories: 1) those who encountered fewer
groups than their preferred level, 2) those who encountered
the same number of groups as their preferred level, and 3)
those who encountered more than their preferred level.
Respondents who did not remember the number of encounters
and those who stated no preference for encounters were not
included in this analysis.

These two variables (LPRFLVL and

FPRFLVL) were tested with the variables representing a
respondent's evaluation of his/her encounters (LNDREACT and
FLOREACT).
Contingency tables were created to graphically display
the interactions between these variables (Tables 30 and 31).
A Chi-square test was calculated to examine if these
variables were independent of each other.

These results are

also shown in Tables 30 and 31.
The observed patterns in the contingency tables of
acceptable levels (Hypothesis 6) were almost replicated for
preferred levels.

Again, visually there were obvious

differences in the evaluations of encounters between
respondents who encountered fewer, the same as, or more
groups than their preferred level.

However, the majority of
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Table 30

Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters by the Level
of Encounters Compared to Preferred Levels for Land
Groups.
Level of Encounters
Compared to Preferred Level
Fewer
Than

Same
As

More
Than

Saw too Few

6
10.5%

2
2.0%

0
.0%

About Right

50
87.7%

96
96.0%

82
55.4%

Reaction

1
1.8%

Saw Too Many
Column
Total

57
18.7%

2
2.0%
100
32.8%

66
44.6%
148
48.5%

305
100.0%

Chi-square = 96.69 with 4 d.f.; Signif. = <.00000
Correlation Coefficients
Statistic
Spearman's
Rho
M-H Chi^

Value

T-value

.50948

10.3069

73.54

Significance
<.00000
<.00000

all evaluations (55-98 percent) for both encounters with
land groups and floater groups were in the "about right"
category.

Even of those respondents encountering more than

they preferred, 55 to 65 percent indicated the number of
encounters was about right.
The observed Chi-squares of 93.69 for land group
encounters and 84.35 for floater group encounters indicated,
at significant levels, the variables were not independent of
each other.

Again, this test only indicated a dependence

Table 31
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Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters by Level of
Encounters Compared to Preferred Levels for Floater
Groups.
Level of Encounters
Compared to Preferred Level
Fewer
Than

Same
As

More
Than

Saw Too Few

13
13.3%

1
1.1%

0
.0%

About Right

82
83.7%

88
97.8%

75
64.7%

3
3.1%

1
1.1%

41
35.3%

98
32.2%

90
29.6%

116
38.2%

Reaction

Saw Too many
Column
Total

304
100.0%

Chi-square = 84.35 with 4 d.f.; Signif. = <.00000
Correlation Coefficients
Statistic
Spearman's
Rho
M-H Chi^

Value
.45363
61.60

T-value
8.8458

Significance
<.00000
<.00000

between the variables and not strength of association or
direction.
Spearman's rho and the Mantel-Haenszel (M-H) chi-square
test for linear association were used to measure the
strength and direction of association among the variables.
Both the Spearman's rho and Mantel-Haenszel chi-square
indicated a strong positive correlation between how
respondents evaluated their encounters and the number of
encounters as compared to their stated preferred level of
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encounters.

The high significance levels held true for land

based group encounters and floater group encounters.
These results also appear to support the MAST tenet of
frequency of encountering an attribute affecting the level
of satisfaction with the attribute.
Hypothesis 8
HBq

Those individuals who score low on the solitude outcome
domain evaluate encounters the same as those who score
high on the solitude outcome domain.
A new variable was created to represent the lower,

middle two, and upper quartile scores of respondents on the
escape outcome domain.

This variable, labelled ESCPQTL, was

compared with respondents' evaluations of their encounters
with land groups and floater groups.
were conducted.

Two separate tests

The first test used only those respondents

who stated an evaluation of their encounters.

The second

test included the additional responses of "Did not matter"
and "Do not remember".
For the first test of this hypothesis, contingency
tables were created to graphically display the interactions
between these variables (Tables 32 and 33).

This test only

contained those respondents who stated an evaluation for
their encounters.

A Chi-square test was calculated to test

if these variables were independent of each other.

The

results of these tests are also shown in Tables 32 and 33.
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Table 32
Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters with Land
Groups by Escape Outcome Domain Score Quartiles.
ESCAPE Ouartile
Lower
Reaction
Saw Too
Few

Lower
Upper
Middle
Middle
Upper

Total

2
2.6%

3
3.9%

1
1.3%

2
2.9%

8

About
Right

60
78.9%

57
75.0%

58
72.5%

52
75.4%

227

Saw Too
Many

14
18.4%

16
21.1%

21
26.3%

15
21.7%

66

Column
Total

76
25.2%

76
25.2%

80
26.6%

69
22.9%

301
100.0

Chi-Square = 2.4405 with 6 d.f. Significance = 0.87507

Visually there were no obvious differences in the
evaluations of encounters between respondents with varying
degrees of saliency for the escape domain.

The observed

chi-squares of 2.4405 for land group encounters and 1.2671
for floater group encounters did not reject, at the 95
percent confidence level, the hypothesis that the two
variables were independent of each other.

The figures in

Table 33 indicate in the escape outcome domain, the
percentage of responses in each evaluation category remained
very similar.
The second test of this hypothesis included the
additional evaluation responses of "Did not matter" and "Do
not remember"-

Table 34 shows the results of this chi-

square test of independence.

The observed chi-squares of
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11.35 and 4.25 again failed to reject the hypothesis that
these two variables were independent of each other.
Table 33
Contingency Table of Reactions to Encounters with Floater
Groups by Escape Outcome Domain Score Quartiles.
ESCAPE Quartile
Middle

Lower
Middle

Upper
Upper

4
5.1%

3
4.0%

4
5.4%

3
4.3%

14

About
Right

64
82.1%

58
77.3%

59
79.7%

57
81.4%

238

Saw Too
Many

10
12.8%

14
18.7%

11
14.9%

10
14.3%

45

Lower
Reaction
Saw Too
Few

Column
Total

78
26.3%

75
25.3%

74
24.9%

70
23.6%

Total

297
100.0%

Chi-Square = 1.2671 with 6 d.f. Significance = 0.97344

Table 34
Results of Chi-square Test of Independence for Reactions to
Encounters by Escape Outcome Domain Score Quartiles.
Encounters with
Land Groups
Floater Groups

Chi-sauare

d.f.

Significance

11.3473

12

0.49941

4.2535

12

0.97842

The MAST position that solitude saliency would
influence an individuals evaluation of encounters was not
supported using quartile categories of solitude and
reactions to encounters as variables.
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Hypothesis 9
H9o

Those individuals who evaluate their encounters as "too
many" evaluate their overall trip experience the same
as those individuals who evaluate their encounters as
either "about right" or "too few".
Respondents' evaluations of encounters with land and

floater groups were measured using the variables LNDREACT
and FLOREACT.

As mentioned in the first section of this

chapter, overall trip evaluations were measured using a
respondent's level of agreement with four different
statements concerning their experience in Beartrap Canyon.
These statements were written and arranged so respondents
could indicate a certain level of agreement to each
statement.

The respondent's level of agreement with a

statement should be at the same level or higher for each
proceeding statement.

These statements were represented by

the variables BETTREXP, BETTRBTC, TAKAGAIN, and MIGHT.
Contingency tables were generated for reactions to both
land and floater group encounters across each of the four
trip evaluation variables.

For each pair of variables, a

chi-square test was used to test if each of the variables
were independent of each other.

Table 35 shows the results

of the chi-square tests.
As can be seen in Table 35, the hypothesis that the
variable BETTREXP was independent of the variables LNDREACT
and FLOREACT was rejected at the 99 percent and 95 percent
confidence levels respectively.

No other pair of variables
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rejected the independence hypothesis above the 95 percent
confidence level.
Table 35
Chi-square Test Results for the Encounter Variables
LNDREACT and FLOREACT with the Overall Trip Evaluation
Variables BETTREXP, BETTRBTC, TAKAGAIN, and MIGHT.
Land Group Encounters
Chi^
d.f. Siqnif.

Float Group Encounters
Chi^
d.f. Signif.

29.797

14

.00814

25.624

14

.02888

BETTRBTC

17.566

12

.10252

OC
H

244

12

.10847

TAKAGAIN

18.456

12

.10252

19.290

12

.08176

MIGHT

15.458

12

.21731

16.727

12

.16014

•

BETTREXP

The results of the chi-square tests showed that the
variable BETTREXP was associated to some degree with the
variables LNDREACT and FLOREACT.

However, because the chi-

square test does not indicate the strength or the direction
of association. Spearman's correlation coefficients were
calculated for both pairs to determine the strength and
direction of the association.

These results are shown in

Table 36.

Table 36
Spearman Correlation Coefficients for BETTREXP with LNDREACT
and FLOREACT.
Correlation of
BETTREXP with

Value

t-value

LNDREACT

.2348

4.2526

.00003

FLOREACT

.1512

2.6757

.00786

Significance
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The correlation coefficients of .23 for LNDREACT and
.15 for FLOREACT show a weak association between both pairs
of variables.

These results indicate as one moves from the

category of those who indicated they "saw too few" groups to
those who "saw too many" groups the level of agreement to
the statement "This trip was better than any other
recreation experience I remember", tends to move from strong
agreement to strong disagreement.

Spearman's correlation

coefficients were also calculated for the variables LNDREACT
and FLOREACT with the other three statements.

These

results, shown in Table 37, showed significant correlations

Table 37
Spearman Correlation Coefficients for BETTRBTC, TAKAGAIN,
and MIGHT with LNDREACT and FLOREACT.
LNDREACT
Value t-value

Sicf.

FLOREACT
Value t-value

Siq,

BETTRBTC .1587

2.6421

.00872

.1527

2.5056

.01283

TAKAGAIN .1589

2.8528

.00462

.1412

2.5068

.01270

-.0758 -1.3041

.19321

.0760

1.2938

.19676

MIGHT

with the variables BETTRBTC and TAKAGAIN but not with MIGHT.
The anticipated relationship between attribute
evaluations and corresponding evaluations for overall trip
experiences had mixed results.

The chi-square tests only

showed a significant relationship between one of four pairs
of variables.

However, the Spearman's correlation
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coefficients showed significant correlations between three
of the four pairs of variables.
Summary of Hypotheses Tests
The primary purpose of the hypotheses was to test the
relationship of components of the MAST as shown in Figure 4
and some of the underlying suppositions.

Saliency was

posited to influence the following:
1) the ability to form and state a preferred level of
encounters
2) the preferred number of encounters
3) the ability to accurately recall encounters
4) the acceptable number of encounters
5) the ability to state one's opinion about encounters
6) the evaluation of encounters
Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 tested these relationships
with the following results.
Hypothesis
Hlo
H2o
H3,
H4o
H5,
H8o

Result
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Weak Support
Not Supported
Not Supported

An important component of analyzing encounters was the
actual number of groups various individuals encountered
compared to what they preferred or would accept.

The

frequency of encountering an attribute is a tenet of the
MAST but is not directly related to attribute saliency.
Hypotheses six and seven tested if respondents evaluated
encounters differently based on the level of encounters
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compared to acceptable and preferred levels.

These tests

had the following results.
Hypothesis

Result
Strong Support
Strong Support

H6o
H7o

Hypothesis nine tested the relationship between
attribute evaluations and overall trip satisfaction.

The

attribute used was the number of groups encountered.
Overall trip satisfaction was based on the respondent's
level of agreement with four separate comparative
statements.

The results showed mixed support for the

hypothesis using chi-square tests and correlation
coefficients.
Finally, since questionnaire format limited comparisons
to day users, the results of this study can only be related
to day users and not extrapolated to include multi-day
users.

Chapter 5
Summary, Findings/ Conclusions,
Discussion, and Recommendations
Summary
The research problem investigated in this study was the
influence attribute saliency had on backcountry visitor's
satisfaction with group encounters.

The Multiple Attribute

Saliency Theory was presented as a satisfaction model which
accounted for attribute saliency.
The purpose of this study was to examine several of the
underlying suppositions and interrelationships among
components of the MAST.

The attribute tested was

"encounters with others."

Saliency was theorized to be

identifiable through a person's score on an outcome domain
scale.

Saliency was also theorized to influence an

individual's perception of an encounter, an internalized
normative standard of preferred and acceptable levels for
encounters, and the evaluation of the encounter.

Several

hypotheses were developed to meet the purpose of this study.
The Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research, at
the University of Montana, collected visitor information on
backcountry recreation users in the Beartrap Canyon
Wilderness during the summer use season in 1989.

This data

set, composed of 411 usable respondent questionnaires, was
utilized for hypothesis testing and analysis.
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Findings
The statistical analysis associated with hypothesis
testing, presented in the body of this report, revealed the
following findings.
1.

Results of each hypothesis test were similar for

encounters with land groups and floater groups.
2.

Solitude, as an expected motivational outcome, was

not identified as a separate component of the recreation
experience.

The motivational items associated with solitude

and getting away from other people were identified as
elements of a larger component labelled Escape.

This

component consisted of variables associated with escaping
stressful situations, escaping other people, releasing
tensions, and allowing the mind to move at a slower pace.
3.

The saliency of Escape had no significant affect on

a respondent's ability to recall encounters.

The vast

majority of all Beartrap Canyon visitors were able to recall
the number of encounters they experienced, regardless of how
they scored on the escape outcome domain.
4.

Saliency of Escape appeared to have no significant

influence on whether a person had internalized a standard
for preferred or acceptable encounter levels.
5.

Respondents who indicated an acceptance of

encountering more than twenty groups per day, appeared to
score significantly lower on the Escape outcome domain than
all other categories of encounter levels.
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6.

Respondents preferring or accepting twenty or less

encounters per day scored similarly across the Escape
outcome domain scale.
7.

How respondents scored on the Escape outcome domain

scale had no significant affect on their ability to evaluate
encounters or how they evaluated encounters.
8.

Respondents encountering more groups than preferred

generally evaluated their encounters as being too many.
Those encountering the same number as preferred reported
their encounters as being about right.

This relationship

also held true for a respondent's acceptable level of
encounters.

Interestingly, those encountering fewer groups

than they preferred or would accept indicated their
encounters were about right.
9.

A theorized corresponding association between

encounter evaluations and overall trip satisfaction had
mixed results.

A chi-squared test revealed that encounter

evaluations were significantly associated with one of four
satisfaction statements.

Spearman's correlation

coefficients revealed significant correlations with three of
the same four statements.
Conclusions
Based upon the findings, the following conclusions seem
warranted.
1.

Intergroup encounters were not associated with the

saliency of the Escape motivation outcome domain.

Saliency
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of Escape did not have as large an influence on the MAST
sequence, from exposure to an attribute to evaluations of
that attribute, as was theorized.
2.

The majority of visitors to Beartrap Canyon

appeared to have had fairly clear preconceived ideas of how
many encounters were preferable per day and the level of
encounters that began to detract from the experience.
3.

Visitor satisfaction appeared to be related to the

frequency of encountering an attribute based upon observed
differences in evaluations of preferred or acceptable levels
of encounters and actual numbers of encounters.
4.

Overall measures of satisfaction were not clearly

associated with respondents' evaluations of encounters.
Discussion
Based upon the findings and conclusions, the following
topics merit more in-depth discussion:

1) measures of

saliency, 2) solitude outcome domain scale improvements, 3)
the link between outcome domains and attributes, 4) the
effects of isolated factors and 5) measures of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction.
Measures of Saliency
As proposed by the MAST, an individual's score on the
motivation outcome domain scale implicitly defines the
saliency of various attributes.

The saliency of the

attribute "encounters with others" could therefore be
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implied by the score on the outcome domain scale most
closely related to encounters, i.e. solitude.

However,

using factor analysis in this study, solitude, as an
expected outcome, was not identified as a separate component
of the recreation experience.

Does this mean encounters

were not important to Beartrap Canyon visitors?
necessarily.

Not

The data clearly showed that those individuals

who encountered more groups than they preferred or found
acceptable, stated they encountered too many groups.
The results of the hypotheses testing imply saliency
does not have as large an influence on the attribute
evaluation process as was originally thought.

However,

attempting to evaluate the saliency of encounters based on
visitor responses to researcher determined components of an
experience seems to be a small leap of faith.

This brings

up the question, "Is attribute saliency really being
measured by respondents' motivational outcome domain
scores?"
Webster's New World Dictionary (1982) defines "salient"
as "standing out from the rest; noticeable; conspicuous;
prominent".

Applying this definition to expected outcomes,

the salient outcomes would be those identified by
respondents on a free response question.

The difference

between "saliency," as determined by responses from
unprompted questions, as opposed to researcher selected
components must be considered.

A more accurate measure of
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salient outcomes may be derived if visitors wBre asked to
freely identify the five most important components of their
trip.

Visitor identified components may be considerably

different than those identified by a researcher.
Has the MAST actually operationalized measuring
attribute saliency?

This is a key issue.

In this study, as

in previous research, a multitude of items were chosen to
represent various expected outcomes of the recreation
experience.

Respondents were then asked to rank the

importance of each of the items to their visit and these
items were factor analyzed to determine the underlying
motivations behind the trip.
Based on the factor analysis, this study identified
five separate components of expected outcomes.

According to

the MAST, a respondent's score in each of these factors
determines the saliency for various attributes.

For

example, the importance of attributes such as "degree of
naturalness", "amount of litter", and "condition of
campsites" would be thought to associate with the outcome
domain labelled Nature Appreciation.

An individual scoring

higher in Nature Appreciation would have a lower tolerance
for noticeable impacts by humans, such as the amount of
litter or highly impacted campsites observed.

Likewise the

saliency of the attribute "encounters with others" was
thought to be related to the solitude outcome domain.
However, this study measured the saliency of a more general
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"Escape" scale and not specifically a "Solitude" scale.

In

order to measure the possible link between saliency of the
solitude outcome domain and the saliency of encounters, an
adequate scale must be used where all scale items relate
specifically to solitude.
Solitude Outcome Domain Scale Improvements
In Driver's (1977) early work on identifying desired
and expected outcomes from recreation participation,
nineteen different domains were recognized.

Scales were

developed to portray separate components (constructs) within
each of these domains.

Within each scale, the primary

dimensional structure was embodied by core, or nucleus,
items.

Names were given to each of the scales to reflect

the construct the scale was tapping. Table 37 displays an
example of an outcome domain, "Relationships with Nature",
with the underlying constructs of "Scenery", "General Nature
Experience", and "Learn About Nature", and with the scale
items for each construct.
Two methods were suggested by Driver (1977) for using
the scale items, depending on the needs of the researcher.
First, each scale could be used separately to examine a
specific aspect of a central construct.

An alternative

approach would be to select core items from separate scales
within a domain to create a new scale to examine a
particular domain.

Using the latter technique rather than

the former, one would be gathering more general details
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Table 38
Example of an Expected Outcome Domain Showing Underlying
Constructs and Individual Scale Items. Taken from Driver
(1977).
Outcome Domain.
Scale 1.
A.
B.
C.
D.

To
To
To
To

To
To
So
To
To

"General Nature Experience" Construct

be close to nature.
enjoy the smells and sounds of nature.
I could take in the natural surroundings.
be in a natural setting.
obtain a feeling of harmony with nature.

Scale 3.
A.
B.
C.

"Scenery" Construct

enjoy the scenery.
take in the scenic beauty.
look at the pretty view.
observe the scenic beauty.

Scale 2.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Relationships with Nature

"Learn About Nature" Construct

To study nature.
To learn more about nature.
To find out more about natural settings

concerning an expected outcome rather than information
specific to a given construct.
Several of Driver's (1977) major outcome domains dealt
with an aspect of escape: "Escape Personal-Social Pressures"
— related to tension release, mental slow down, and
escaping daily routines, "Escape Physical Pressures" —
related to privacy, solitude and escaping crowds, and
"Escaping Family" — related to being away from the family.
Driver's research showed each of these domains represented
different components of the recreation experience associated
with escape.

Other research has confirmed, with slight
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modifications, the validity of these domains and scales
(USDA Forest Service 1983).
Motivational items used in the Beartrap Canyon
questionnaire, (Appendix B, Question 9), utilized three
scale items from the Escaping Personal-Social Pressures
domain and three items from the Escaping Physical Pressures
domain.

Using this method, one may not expect to identify a

separate outcome domain related specifically to solitude.
These two domains, relating to escape, are similar and tend
to correlate together when using a few items from each.

In

order to identify a separate solitude domain, items from the
Escape Personal Pressure may have to be eliminated from the
overall scale items on a questionnaire.

Another possibility

could be that a higher number of items, chosen from within
the Escape Physical Pressures domain, may be needed for this
domain to emerge as a separate component of a recreation
experience.
Outcome Domain - Attribute Link
Assuming the outcome domain scale does accurately
portray the saliency of certain outcomes, there is still a
significant unanswered question to consider.

Does the

saliency of outcomes directly correlate with saliency of
specific attributes?

This critical relationship is a major

assumption of the MAST.
Most recreation surveys have gathered information on
the expected outcomes or motivations of visitors to an area.
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Many studies have gathered information on how specific
attributes have affected an experience or the importance of
different attributes.

However, no studies were found that

had investigated whether the importance of specific expected
outcomes predicted the importance of specific setting
attributes.
The Driver and Brown (1978) demand hierarchy defined a
recreation opportunity as an opportunity to engage in a
specific activity; in a specific setting; to achieve desired
experiences.

Achieving certain experiences depends on the

availability of combinations of particular activities and
settings.

However, the exact relationship between specific

activities, settings and experiences is not well known
(Driver et al. 1987).

The concept of a demand hierarchy

assumes a visitor chooses an activity in a particular
setting to achieve certain outcomes.
relationship work as well in reverse?

However, does this
If an individual

desires a specific outcome, how many different combinations
of settings and activities allow for this goal to be met?
The theorized relationship between solitude and
encounters was based on intuition and common sense.

Other

associations, such as Nature Appreciation with the amount of
litter, and Challenge/Adventure with the difficulty of river
rapids, also seem logical.

However, logic and common sense

do not always hold true in theory building and modeling.

In

order for the MAST to be a viable theory, the relationship
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between expected outcome domains and attributes must be well
established through statistical analysis and testing.
Isolated Influences
There were two aspects of this study where isolated
influences, from unaccounted for components, may have played
a role in the overall results.

These two components will be

touched on briefly.
Day Users vs Overnight Users
As McCool (1984a) states, non-salient attributes are
ignored or perceptually filtered by visitors.

Additionally,

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) point out that satisfaction
utilizes only attributes which serve as evaluative criteria.
Therefore attributes which do not serve as criteria should
have no affect on attribute evaluations.

While the Escape

domain was important to certain respondents, "encounters"
may not be included by day users as a specific salient
attribute.
Roggenbuck and Lucas (1987) report on a number of
studies which have shown that differences exist in a host of
characteristics between day users and overnight users.
These differences may also include variations in how
encounters are interpreted and evaluated.

In initial tests

of the MAST, McCool and Petersen (1982) and McCool (1984b),
had limited success in establishing the theorized
relationships among variables.

Possible explanations of

these results were given as the differences in the

103

definition of encounters as a salient attribute between day
users and multi-day users.
Although this study was not concerned with
investigating differences in day users and overnight users,
the fact that most Beartrap Canyon users were day users may
have affected the results.
Escape vs. Solitude
As mentioned earlier, the items included in the Escape
outcome domain did not solely relate to solitude.

What

effect did this have in attempting to relate the escape
outcome domain to the importance of encounters?

Three of

the five variables which made up the Escape domain relate to
tension release.

As defined by respondents, this aspect may

or may not be dependent upon encounters.
Subsequent analysis of hypotheses one through seven,
using only the scale item labelled "for the solitude",
resulted in very similar results as those using the Escape
domain.

The results were not distinctive enough to say that

substantial differences existed.

The solitude item was a

single variable and the Escape domain was a summed variable
composed of five variables.

The variation in these results

cannot, however, be taken as an analytical investigation
since statistical tests were not used for comparison.

The

similarities in results are not completely suprising since
the Escape component had a high scale reliability-
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Measuring Satisfaction
Considering satisfaction and dissatisfaction as two
distinct and independent concepts, encounters with others
would affect one but not the other.

An overall measure of

satisfaction would theoretically not accurately account for
the influence of encounters with others.

However, the

results of the hypothesis testing appeared to support, to a
limited degree, the notion that evaluations of encounters
resulted in corresponding effects on overall satisfaction.
A likely interpretation may be that encounters with
others is an attribute which affects both satisfaction and
dissatisfaction.

The idea that an attribute affects both

measures has been hypothesized and documented by Lawler
(1973), Herzberg (1976), Hoff and associates (1988), and
Siefert and associates (1991).

If intergroup encounters

affect both satisfaction and dissatisfaction, then its
affects could be apparent on a single measure of
satisfaction.

Resolving this issue will most likely require

a survey questionnaire designed specifically to address this
idea.
Since the MAST views satisfaction and dissatisfaction
as conceptually distinct concepts, an overall measure of
satisfaction would have little utility.

However, this study

did not test for a distinction between satisfaction and
dissatisfaction and therefore does not disregard the
possible utility of an overall measure of satisfaction.
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Research conducted by Stewart and Hull (1992) has shown
that satisfaction measured during the recreation experience
can be substantially different from that measured three or
nine months after the experience.

On site measures reflect

various levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with
specific attributes as they are occurring.

These are the

measures which the MAST can be useful in interpreting, by
accounting for the saliency of various attributes.

Overall

satisfaction measures, post experience, may represent a
measure of the visitor's overall image of the experience.
Over time, a subject's appraisal of a recreation experience
can be almost independent of actual on-site satisfactions
(Stewart and Hull 1992).
Recommendations
As a result of this study, the following
recommendations are made as to future resource management
and research.
Management Implications
As has been mentioned previously, a longtime objective
of recreation managers has been to maximize user
satisfaction (Lucas and Stankey 1974).

But, is a link

between attribute satisfaction and trip satisfaction
necessary?

Perhaps not.

Although each is a measure of

satisfaction, they are measuring two separate things.

A

recreation experience can be thought of as being composed of
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five major components.

These five components include 1) the

anticipation and planning, 2) the travel to the destination,
3) the on-site activity and experiences, 4) the return
travel from the destination, and 5) the recollection of the
experience (Iso-Ahola 1980).

The most important is the

recollection component of the experience.

This is the

visitor's overall image of the recreation experience.
The single overall measure of satisfaction is a measure
of this image.

This can provide managers with an idea of

the visitor's cognitive picture of the experience.

The

visitor's image of the experience evolves and changes over
time (Stewart and Hull 1992).

For visitors thinking of

revisiting an area or recommending an area to others, much
consideration is placed on previous experiences in the area.
Overall, if the trip experience was considered to be good,
it is likely that the visitor would return to the area or
encourage others to visit, even if there were certain
aspects of the experience that were dissatisfying.

However,

if, after several visits, the same dissatisfying aspects
reoccur again and again, then overall satisfaction may go
down.
The dilemma for managers is that a single rating of low
satisfaction may not identify what was specifically
dissatisfying.

Herein lies the importance of measures of

specific attribute satisfaction.

By identifying specific

areas of dissatisfaction, a manager can direct efforts

107

toward improving those attributes.

Attributes which are

highly satisfying for visitors are areas where management
can maintain existing conditions while redirecting
additional resources to areas of lower satisfaction.

The

work done with importance-performance analysis in marketing
by Martilla and James (1977) may be an effective tool in
dealing with allocating limited resources to improve
specific attributes of concern.
Research Implications
This study has generated a number of questions which
should inspire additional research in the areas of
satisfaction, saliency, and outcome domain scales.

The

following questions are designed to stimulate further study
and to motivate further study by future graduate students.
1. Are there differences between the "importance" of
identified outcome domains and the "saliency" of outcomes
from unprompted questions.
2. What is the relationship between outcome domain scales
and specific setting attributes?
3. Under what situations are encounters sources of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction?
4. Are there differences between an "Escape" scale and a
"Solitude" scale?
5. What and how much influence does solitude have on an
Escape scale and what influence do the other components
have?
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6. Are there differences in definitions of solitude? If
so, what are they and what effect do they have on expected
outcomes?
7. Are there differences between inter and intra group
encounters?
8. Are there significant differences in the expected
outcomes or saliency of solitude for day users and multi-day
users?
In addition to these specific questions, there are
broader areas of inquiry which warrant investigation.

The

first being the various ways of measuring satisfaction and
satisfaction-dissatisfaction.

This study was limited in its

ability to investigate this question due to using an
existing data set.

However, from the literature review, it

is clear there is no single agreed upon way to measure
satisfaction.

A focused effort to thoroughly understand

backcountry recreation satisfaction can only help in
furthering research in the field.
Another area of needed research deals with outcome
domain scales.

In an effort to generalize expected outcomes

and minimize the number of questions for respondents to
answer, some research may have unintentionally digressed
from identifying specific enough outcome domains and scales
as described by Driver (1977).

Is there a minimum number of

scale items necessary on a questionnaire to adequately
represent a specific outcome domain?
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In the Beartrap Canyon questionnaire, twenty-three
scale items were used to tap the expected outcome of the
experience.

These scale items represented nine of Driver's

(1977) nineteen domains.

Five domains were portrayed by

three or four items, and the remaining four depicted by one
or two items.

Would similar outcomes have been identified

through analysis if twenty-three different items were used
representing similar domains?

And would these be the same

expected outcomes identified by visitors using unprompted
questions?
Once the relationships between outcome domains and
attributes are discovered, the MAST should be readdressed.
Additionally, research studies should be designed
specifically to examine other aspects of the MAST in detail.
These include the influence that frequency of encountering
an attribute has on evaluations of the attribute,
identification of attributes which generally influence
feelings of satisfaction, dissatisfaction, or both, and the
application of these relationships across a wide range of
various attributes.
Finally, a closing thought.

"If everything in the

universe depends on everything else in a fundamental way, it
might be impossible to get close to a full solution by
investigating parts of the problem in isolation" (Hawking
1988).

Stephen Hawking made this comment describing current

attempts in physics to devise a theory to explain the
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universe.

Satisfaction with a recreation experience,

although not as complex as the universe, is comprised and
affected by a host of factors.

A single theory which

accounts for all influences may be the only way to fully
understand satisfaction.

However, attempting to break down

satisfaction into different components may not be the right
way to do things but, as in science, it's how progress has
been made in the past.

APPENDIX A
Data Collection Procedures
Taken from the
1989 Bear Trap Canyon Visitor Study report
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The following information is taken from the 1990
Beartrap Canyon Visitor Study Report produced by the
Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research.

The complete

report is available from the institute at the University of
Montana, Missoula, Montana.
Study Area
The area chosen for this study is the Bear Trap Canyon
Wilderness (BTCW), located in southwest Montana
approximately 31 miles southwest of Bozeman.

The wilderness

consists of approximately 6,000 acres of steep, rugged
terrain where the Madison River cuts an eight mile, northsouth canyon through the Madison Range.

Bear Trap Canyon

possess many unique features and attractions.

The Madison

River provides outstanding opportunities for technical white
water floating and blue ribbon trout fishing.

The BTCW is

also recognized for its opportunities for solitude in a
relatively pristine wilderness environment.
Access to Bear Trap Canyon is relatively limited, with
only two trails in the area.

One trail follows the entire

length of the canyon on the east side of the river and
another trail runs about four miles along the west side of
the river.

Both trailheads are at the north end of the

canyon. The south trailhead was closed to pedestrians due to
safety hazards.

River floaters are the only group allowed

access from the south end of the canyon.
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The BTCW was the first area to enter the National
Wilderness Preservation System managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (U.S. Department of Interior 1984).

The BTCW is

administered under provisions of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness
Act (Public Law 98-140 1983) and the Wilderness Act (Public
Law 88-577 1964).
Nature of information sought
Visitors to the BTCW were sampled during the summer
1989 visitor use season, and were queried about experiences,
expected and preferred levels of solitude, attitudes toward
various management policies, and perceptions of other
resources and social conditions.

They were also asked about

certain social-demographic and trip characteristics.
Population
The population of visitors includes adults, 18 years
and older, leaving the study area from May 23 to September
5, 1989. Visitors fall into two strata; water-based and
land-based users.

The estimated total visitor population

for the sampling period is 5,000.
Procedure for collecting data
Sampling Plan
Hikers were sampled at the two trailheads accessing the
area.

Both trailheads are located at the north end of the

canyon, one on either side of the river.

Floaters were

sampled at the take-out at the north end of the canyon on
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the west side of the river.

This take-out is also one of

the hiker trailheads.
Sampling took place four days each week, Thursday
through Sunday alternating with Saturday through Tuesday.
One four hour block was sampled each day: a 12 to 4 PM or a
4 to 8 PM period.
to day.

The sample period was alternated from day

The sampling plan was altered slightly to

accommodate sampling on July 4th.

Toward the end of the

sampling season extra effort was made to contact floater
parties. This was accomplished by switching some afternoon
sampling blocks to evening blocks and contacting floaters as
they launched.

This was done in order to increase the

sample size for this stratum.
Groups of hikers and floaters were contacted as they
exited the area.

In some cases, (near the end of a four

hour sampling block), groups were contacted as they entered
the area, since the field researcher would be gone by the
time the group exited.

All individuals in a group were

asked to provide their name and address in order that a
visitor response form could be mailed to them.
Visitor Response Form
The measurement instrument chosen for this study was a
mail-return visitor response form.

The response form was

designed according to guidelines described by Dillman
(1978).

Questions were designed to solicit information on

the following areas of interest: prior experience in the

115

study area, length of stay, group/individual characteristics
and activities, reasons for visiting, encounters with
others, satisfaction, whether or not particular components
of the trip added to or detracted from the experience,
support for or opposition to specific potential management
actions, opinion about visitor use levels, and perceptions
of resource conditions.

The visitor response form is shown

in Appendix B.
A pre-test of the form was conducted before the final
version was printed.

The pre-test was sent to a sample of

50 visitors (31 completed response forms were returned; two
were returned undeliverable).

Only minor revisions were

necessary, primarily providing categories of responses for
encounters with other groups, instead of having respondents
fill in blanks.
A front-end form was also administered to visitors at
the time they were initially contacted.

The front-end

questions included type of group, travel method, and for
those who had completed their trip, floater and hiker groups
they had expected to see, number of groups they actually
saw, and how they felt about the number of other groups they
saw.
Mailing Procedures
As front-end information cards were returned from the
field to the office, the names and addresses were entered
into a database.

Once each month, in July (7/27), August
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(8/17) and September (9/13), response forms were mailed to
everyone whose name and address had been entered into the
database (since the previous mailing).

Mailings included

the response form, a cover letter, and a self-addressed
stamped return envelope.
Each response form was stamped with an identification
number.

A list of names and identification numbers was

printed out at the same time as the mailing.

As response

forms were returned, names were checked off the master list.
Approximately one week after each mailing, those people who
had not returned their form were sent a reminder postcard.
Approximately ten days after the reminder postcard was sent,
a replacement form and cover letter was sent to those who
had still not responded.

An additional (second) replacement

response form and cover letter was sent to the first group
(July mailing) and the third group (September mailing)
approximately two weeks after they received the first
replacement.

This additional replacement mailing was not

needed for the second group (August mailing), as their
response rate had already reached 80 percent.
Data Coding and Analysis
As forms were returned, responses were edited (where
necessary) and coded.

The data was then entered into a

database on a microcomputer and translated into SPSS/PC+
(Norusis 1988b) for analysis.

APPENDIX B

Visitor Response Form

117

BEAR TRAP CANYON
VISITOR RESPONSE FORM

InatHute^
pi (or
lourism and

H J S
E ^ M M a B B M B B B V M ® B Kt
v_

b

•

^ fap

V^Bemc^^TsUoffffr\^

•!

II

-J

Please answer all questions as they relate to your most recerM visit lo the Bear Trap
Carryon Wilderness (BTO\').
Q-1

pcTM*! has many
indivhduaJ reasons
B i(_W. Below is a, list ot
C^^tich pcfMxi
many individuaj
reasons lor visiung ihe
ihe BlCW.
rp.*to-»ne oiv^n
hv people
rw\nlp fnr
Trv lo
in recall
ra^l how
how important
imDOftanl EACH
EACH of
i ihe
reasons
given by
for ih#»ir
their viciiQ
visiis. Try
following reasons was to you on your most reccnt visit, (check one box for EACH
reason)
1 visiied ihe BTCW
for the oppominiiy:

Whai was ihe daie of your mosi recent visii?

Q-2. Was ihis your Hrsi visji lo ihe BTC^'? (circle one number)
1
2

YES
NO

ONE TO THREE TIMES
FOUR TO SEVEN TU^{ES

EIGHT TO "PvVELVE TIMES
MORE THAN TWELVE TIMES

Q-3. Aboui how long was your visii lo ihe BTCW? (circle one number)
UNDER ONE HOUR
ONE TO FOUR HOURS
FOUR HOURS TO ONE DAY...
LONGER TTiAN ONE DAY ....

(go lo Q-4)
(go w CH)
(go w Q-4)
(please answer ihe following):

a. How many nighis did you spend backcouniry campmg in ihe BTCW? ,
b. How many mghis dJd you spend auio camping in ihe immcdjaie area? .
During your mosi receni visit, whai lype of group were yoo wiih?
(circle one number)
\
2
3

ALOSE
FAMILY
FRIENDS

FAMILY AND FRIENDS
CLUB OR ORGANIZED GROUP

Q-5. Did you crsvel with an oucfiiier or guide?
1
2

NO
YES

- so 1 could be with friends
• lo be m a naiural sctnng
- to develop my slulls and abiliucs
- for the advemure
• 10 improve my physical heaJth
- to espcncnce ihe tranquility
• so 1 couJd do somcihmg aeanve
such as sketch or take photographs
• lo be at a place where 1 can make
my own decisions
- so 1 could do things wiih my
comparuons
- UD enjoy the sounds and smells
of nature
• because I ihoughi u would be a
chaliaige
• lo get away from oihcr people

Q-6. How many people were in your group including yourself?

• to understand Uv naoirai world better

Q-7. Whai was your primary meihod of navel in ihe BTCW? (circle one number)

• 10 have fun

1
2

„c

-10 observe ihe scenic beauty

b. Aboui how many umes have you visiieU ihe BTCNV ? (circle one number)

\
2
3
4

e

(go 10 Q-31
(if rw. please answer ihe following):

a. Whai was ihe year of your firsi vjsii?

1
2

^

-" ^• ?c e• ?
It
fl I31 IIf

WATERCRAFr(rafulcayak,cic.)
KXJT

Q-S. Whai a:uviues did your group panicipaie in during your visa lo ihc BTCW?
(circle as many as apply)

- to get away from my everyday
responsibiliues for a while
-10 learn more aboui namre
- u) help keep me in shape

BANK FISHING
FLOAT FISHINC
RAFTING
KAYAKING
PHOTOGRAPHY

HIKING
CAMPING
VIEWING WILDLIFE
OTHER(

• to be with others who eijoy ihe same
things I do

J

tl a B H • u
1 visual ihc BTCW
for ihc cpponuniiy:

ZS

a m fl
Q-12. How did you feel about the number of other groups you saw?
(circle one numbo* in
column)

^2 | a

es

2

1=

-i
oA Si
Ea ||ea je ;6
ge ^6
• so my cuind could move ai a slower
pacc

()()

()

{)

()

()

- for ihe soUtude

t) () n () () ()

- lo help reduce or release some
buiU-up ieT\s»ons

()()()() () ()

-10 observe wildJife

( ) ( ) ( ) c) ( ) ( )

Q-lO. Aboui how many other groups did you expect lo seedunng your BTCW visiL
oncc ycHi got away from Ihf iroilhtad area or fioaler pui-ih>
{circle one number in each column)

LAND-BASFD

FLOATER r.ROlfPS

SAWTOOMANY

3

SAWTOOMANY

4

DIDNT MATTER TO ME
ONE WAY OR THE OTHER

4

DIDNT MATTER TO ME
ONE WAY OR THE OTHER

5

I DON'T REMEMBER

I EXDNT REMEMBER

Q-13. About how many other zroups would vou prefer to see
the BTCW? (circle one number in sacii column)
n.QAT£ROROiri

per da^ when visiiing

rAND-RA.^F.DnRntTPS
1

NOhJE

2

ONE TO TWO

ONE TO TWO

3

THREETOFIVE

3

THREETOFIVE

THREE TO FIVE

4

SDCTOTEN

4

SDCTOTEN

SIX TO TEN

5

ELEVEN TO TWENTY

5

ELEVEN TO TWENTY

5

ELEX'EN TO TWENTY

6

MORE THAN TW^ENT^'

6

MORE THAN TWENTY

MORETH-ANTWEKTi'

6

MORE THAN TV.*ENTY

7

NO PREFERENCE

7

NO PREFERENCE

NO EXPECTATION

7

NO EXPECTATION

ON'ETOWO

2

3

THREETOFTVB

3

4

SKTOTEN

4

5

ELEVEN TO TWENTY

6
7

NONE

Q-1L Aboui how rrany other groups did you actually sec?
(circ^ one numte in QCh column)

FLQAT1£R GROUPS
NONE

1

ONETOTOO

2

ONE TOTWO

THREETOFIVE

3

TOREETOFIVE

ELEVEN TO TWENTY
MORE THAN TWENTY
IDONT REMEMBER

FLOATER GROUPS

4
5
6
7

LAND-BASED nROlfPS

1

NONE

1

NONE

2

ONE TO TWO

2

ONE TO TWO

NONE

3

SDCTOTEN

Q-14. What IS the rruximum number of other groups you could accepi seeing
per day before those groups bcgm to detract from your enjoymeni?
(circle one number in each column)

i.AND-RA'sFnr.RniiFx:

2

7

ABOUT RIGHT

3

SAW TOO FEW

NONE

2

6

2

OS'S TO TWO

I

5

1

ABOUT RJGHT

1

NONE

4

SAW TOO FEW

2

1

1

1
2

3

THREETOFIVE

3

THREETOFIVE

4

SDCTOTEN

4

SDCTOTEN

5

ELEVEN TO TSVENTY

5

ELEVEN TO TWENTY

6

MORE THAN TWENTY

6

MORE THAN TWENTY

7

NO PREFERENCE

7

NO PREFERENCE

SIX TO TEN
ELEVEN TO TWENTY
MORE THAN TTVENTY
I DONT REMEMBER

A
size!
enjoymcru? (circle one number in
•< OF PEOPLE PER
FLOATER GROL^

HounHufh didTSnTof ihlnoilowing
(check one bo* for EACH iicm)

column)

Qctn«:i

# OF PEOPLE PER
L.\ND-BASF.DGROirP

from your expcncncc?

18
?!
M
a S e* a

TWO TO FOUR

1

TWO TO FOUR

FIVE TO SEVEN

2

RVE TO SEVEN

EIGHT TO TEN

3

EIGHT TO TEN

- seeing large groups

()

()

ELEVEN TO FIFTEEN

4

ELEVEN TO FIFTEEN

()

()

SIXTEEN TO P<VENTY

- encountering other types
of users

5

SDCTEEN TO TWENTY

MORE THAN TWENTY

- the condition of campsites

()

MORE THAN TWENTY

()

6

- catching fish

()

()

- ihe level of solitude

()

()

- seeing other people s trash

()

()

- hearing man-made noises

()

()

- amouni of regulauon on
visitors

()

()

- being wiih members of your
own group

()

()

- seeing wildli/c

()

C )

- meeting people wjth similar
inierests

()

( )

DOESNT MATTER

7

Vc 3c

NO
YES (where?

Q-17. How well do ea:h of ihe followmg siaiemenLs describe your feelings aboui your
recall BTCW v\siv? (check one box for EACH siaiemoM)

2S
•2

Q-19. Do you think too many people use the BTCW now?
1

2
' This tnp was bctifl- than any
other recreation expeno^e
I remember.

it Zi

DOESNT MATTER

Q-16. Did you c*i5eci u> sec fewer people m some areas of ihc BTCW ihan others?
1
2

Lo or

NO
YES (Lf yes, where?) (circle as many as appiv)
a
b
c

ALONG THE TRAILS
FLOATING ON THE RfVER
ALONG THE RJVERBANX

()()()()()()

()

- This mp was betto-than any
()()()()()()
other BTCW tnp 1 roBcmber.

()

- This tnp was so good I would
like take ii again.

()()()()()()

( )

1

IS TOO STRICT AND SHOULD BE RELAXED TO A PERJOD
LONGER THAN THREE DAYS

-This trip was pretty good, I
might like lo take ii again.

()()()()()()

( )

2

IS JUSTIFIED AND SHOULD BE KEPT

3

IS TOO LAX AND SHOULD BE TIGHTENED TO A
PERJOD SHORTER THAN THREE DAYS

4

1 DONT KNOW; 1 WOULD NEED MORE LNFORMATION
TO DECIDE

10

Q-20. There cuirenily is a three-day limit on overnight camping for land user?. Do you
feel thai this policy: (cu'cle orv number)

to

aBB•a•B B•
Q-21. Ovemighi camping by floaim
(circle one number)
1
2

is currenUy protubJied. Do you feel ihis policy:

Q-24. If, in ihe future, use levels in ihe BTCW increase lo ihe point where resource
values or visitor experience values are ihreaienod, a number of management
opuoas could be considered. Please indicaie how you would feel abwt EACH
of the following potenual managcmeni ^tions. (check ihe box thai shows how
much you would suppon or oppose EACH acuon)
^

SHOULD BE KEPT AS IS
SHOULD BE REVISED {if so. how? circle as may as apply)

3

a

ALLOW UNLIMITED 0\'ERN1GHT CAMPING B Y FLOATERS

b

ALLOW OVERNIGHT CAMPING BY FLOATERS LIMITED TO
ONE NIGHT

c

ALLOW FLOAT CANCPENG AT DESIGNATED CAMPSITES
ONLY

d

LIMTTTHENUMBEROFFLOATERGROUPSTHATCAN
CAMP AT ANY ONE TIME

c

OTHER (

9 t\

11
•&

• allow camping only at dcsignaied sites

(

( )

- prohibit ovemjght camping

(

( )

- resmci the number of people using the
area ai any one time

(

( )

- limit the number of people pc group

(

()

•limit the number of commercially guided
float cnps

(

()

- achicve bciier spacmg among floaters by
assigning stamng times

(

()

- Iimii iN: numbo'of pnvate (non-ouLfined)
float trips

(

()

- begin some type of use-limit policy, such
as a pomit sysiem

(

()

• provide more patrols us enforce regulauons (

()

)

IDONTKNOW; FD NEED MORE INFORMATION TO DECIDE

Q-22. Do you ihink iherc is a human wasic saniiaiion problem anywhere in Lhc BTCW?
(circle one numbo-)
1

2

NO . . . . (go lo Q-23)
YES .... (picasc answer ihe following);
a. Where? (
b. Should pjruniiive pii loilcts be vnsiaJled in ihe BTCW where human
wasie saniiauon is a problon?
1
2

NO
YES

)
- limn the number of hikers

(

()

• educaie users more aggressively aboui
mimmum-impaa use

(

()

- discourage or prohibit use of overused areas (

()

Q-23. In your opinion, visiior use levels in ihe BTCW; (circle or« number)
1

SHOULD BE LOWERED SIGNIFICANTLY

2

SHOULD BE LOWERED SUGHTLY

Q-25. How do you feel about the condiuon of the BTCW in terms of the following
faciors? (check or>e bo* m each row)
r)ot a problem

3

SHOULD BE KEPT ATTHE PRESENT LEVEL

4

SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO INCREASE SLIGHTLY

- number of campnre nngs

5

SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO INCREASE SIGNIFICANTLY

. tree damage

6

IDONTKNOW ENOUGH ABOUT THE AREA TO SAY ONE
WAY OR THE OTHER

- bankyshore erosion

slight problem

serious problem

- devegeiaied campsites
- liQcr
• condiuon of u^ls

to
to

Do you have any ackliuonaJ commcnis or suegesDons on how lo improve ihc managemem
ofihcBTCW?
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
FioaJly, we have a few quesuons aboui you personally. Remember, you will rx)i be
ideniiTied wiih your answers.
Q-26. Whai is your age?
Q-27. Are you:

1
2

FEMALE
MALE

Q-28. Whai is the highest level of educauon you have completed so far?
(circle one number)
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
ELEXtENTARY

9 10 11 12
HIGH SCHOOL

13 14 15 16
COLLEGE

17+
POST-CRADUATE

Q-29. Whai IS your occupauon? (Please tndjcaie whai kirxJ of wort you do. not for
whom you work. If you are a homemakcr. studeru. or retired, please so mdicaie.)

Q-30.

Whai besi descnbes ibe area where you live? (circle one number)

1

LARGE CMR - OVER ONE MILLION PEOPLE

2

MEDNJM CITY - 50.000 TO ONE MILLION PEOPLE

3

SMALL CITY - 5000 TO 50.000 PEOPLE

4

TOWN - 1000 TO 5000 PEOPLE

5

RURAL - BUT NOT A F.\RM OR RANCH

6

FARM OR RANCH

PLE.\SE PLACE YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE STAMPED. SELFADDRESSED ENVELOPE AND DROP IT IN ANY CONVENIENT MAILBOX.
TR\NK YOU FOR YOUR HELP

Insucuie for Tourism and Rccreanon Research
School of Forcsu7
Universiiy of Monuna
Missoula, MT59812
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Variables Used in Analysis
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Following is a list of variables used in analysis and
hypothesis testing.

The variables are listed in the order

which they were encountered throughout this report.
ESCAPE - Represents a composite value of how an individual
scored on the scale used to represent the Escape
outcome domain.
GETAWAY - Represents a respondent's indication of the
importance of "to get away from other people" as a
reason for the visit.
RESPONSE - Represents a respondent's indication of the
importance of "to get away from my everyday
responsibilities for a while" as a reason for the
visit.
SLOWER - Represents a respondent's indication of the
importance of "so my mind can move at a slower pace" as
a reason for the visit.
SOLITUDE - Represents a respondent's indication of the
importance of "for the solitude" as a reason for the
visit.
TENSIONS - Represents a respondent's indication of the
importance of "to help reduce or release some built up
tensions" as a reason for the visit.
STFLPREF - Represents whether a respondents articulated a
preference for the number of encounters with floater
groups. Responses were "yes" or "no".
STLNDPRF - Represents whether a respondents articulated a
preference for the number of encounters with land
groups. Responses were "yes" or "no".
LNDPREFR - Respondent's stated preferred number of
encounters with land groups.
FLPREFER - Respondent's stated preferred number of
encounters with floater groups.
REMFLT - Represents whether a respondent remembered the
number of floater groups encountered. Responses were
"yes" or "no".
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REMLND - Represents whether a respondent remembered the
number of land groups encountered. Responses were
"yes" or "no".
FLACCEPT - Respondent's stated maximum number of float group
encounters they would accept before encounters begin to
detract from their enjoyment.
LNDACEPT - Respondent's stated maximum number of land group
encounters they would accept before encounters begin to
detract from their enjoyment.
EVALFLT - Represents whether a respondent articulated an
evaluation of the number of float group encounters
experienced.
EVALLND - Represents whether a respondent articulated an
evaluation of the number of land group encounters
experienced.
FACCLVL - Represents the interrelationship between a
respondent's stated acceptable level of encounters with
float groups and the actual number of float group
encounters experienced. The categories of responses
were "fewer than acceptable level" "same as acceptable
level" and "more than acceptable level".
LACCLVL - Represents the interrelationship between a
respondent's stated acceptable level of encounters with
land groups and the actual number of land group
encounters experienced. The categories of responses
were "fewer than acceptable level" "same as acceptable
level" and "more than acceptable level".
FLOREACT - Represents a respondent's reaction to the number
of floater groups the individual encountered.
LNDREACT - Represents a respondent's reaction to the number
of land groups the individual encountered.
FPRFLVL - Represents the interrelationship between a
respondent's stated preferred level of encounters with
float groups and the actual number of float group
encounters experienced. The categories of responses
were "fewer than preferred level" "same as preferred
level" and "more than preferred level".
LPRFLVL - Represents the interrelationship between a
respondent's stated preferred level of encounters with
land groups and the actual number of land group
encounters experienced. The categories of responses
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were "fewer than preferred level" "same as preferred
level" and "more than preferred level".
ESCPQTL - Represents respondents scores for the Escape
outcome domain divided into the lower, middle, and
upper quartiles.
BETTREXP - Represents a respondent's level of agreement to
the statement "This trip was better than any other
recreation experience I remember".
BETTRBTC - Represents a respondent's level of agreement to
the statement "This trip was better than any other
Beartrap Canyon Wilderness trip I remember".
TAKAGAIN - Represents a respondent's level of agreement to
the statement "This trip was so good I would like to
take it again".
MIGHT - Represents a respondent's level of agreement to
the statement "This trip was pretty good, I might like
to take it again".
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